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One Harbor Center, Suite 130
Suisun City, CA
ITEM STAFF PERSON
I CALL TO ORDER Jeff Matheson,
Chair
II. APPROVAL OF AGENDA (10:00 —10:05 a.m.)
IIL. OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT
IV. REPORTS FROM CALTRANS, MTC, AND STAFF
(10:05-10:10 a.m.)
V. CONSENT CALENDAR
Recommendation: Approve the following consent items in one
motion.
(10:10 — 10:15 am.)
A.  Minutes of the Consortium Meeting Johanna Masiclat
of September 29, 2004- Pg. 1
Recommendation: Approve minutes of September 29, 2004.
B. Updated STA Meeting Schedule for 2004 - Pg. 5 Karen Koelling
Informational
C. Funding Opportunities Summary- Pg. 7 Sam Shelton

Informational



VI

VIIL.

Surplus of One Solano Paratransit Vehicle - Pg. 12
Recommendation:

Recommend the STA Board of Directors approve
Resolution No. 2004-_ “A Resolution of the Solano
Transportation Authority Declaring One Surplus Vehicle”.

ACTION ITEMS

A.

Letter of Support to MTC for Caltrans Partnership
Planning Grant/”Smarter Growth Along the
1-80/Capitol Corridor”

Recommendation:

Recommend the STA Board approve a Letter of Support for
a Caltrans Partnership Planning Grant Application
Submitted by MTC entitled “Smarter Growth along the
1-80/Capitol Corridor”

(10:15-10:25 am.) - Pg. 15

Call for Project for Countywide TLC Planning Grants
Recommendation:

Recommend the STA Board issue a ‘Call for Projects’ for
Countywide TLC Planning Grants.

(10:25-10:35 am.) - Pg. 27

Proposed 2005 Legislative Priorities and Platform
Recommendation:

Forward the Proposed STA 2005 Legislative Priorities and
Platform to the STA Board with a recommendation to
distribute for 30 day review and comment.

(10:35-10:45 am.) — Pg. 39

Small UZA Payback Plan

Recommendation:

Recommend the STA Board authorize the Chair forward a
letter to Caltrans opposing the plan to have Solano County
transit operators cover the cost of the advance of small UZA

funds to Santa Rosa Transit.
(10:45—10:55 am.) — Pg. 49

INFORMATION ITEMS

A.

Funding for Transit Element of the Comprehensive

Transportation Plan
Informational (10:55 - 11:05 a.m.) — Pg. 53

Mike Duncan

Dan Christians

Robert Guerrero

Daryl Halls

Mike Duncan

Elizabeth Richards



VIIIL.

B.  Wrap up of Results of Measure A Daryl Halls
Informational (11:05 - 11:10 a.m.) — Pg. 66

C. Final Update - Needs Assessments for Transit Element Dan Christians
of Solano Comprehensive Transportation Plan

Informational (11:10 - 11:15 a.m.) — Pg. 68

D. STIP TIP Financial Constraint Mike Duncan
Informational (11:15 - 11:20 am.) — Pg. 178

E. Regional Measure 2 (RM2) Update and Revisions Mike Duncan
Informational (11:20 — 11:25 am.) — Pg. 186

F. SNCI Monthly Issues Elizabeth Richards
Informational (11:25 - 11:30 a.m.) — Pg. 243

ADJOURNMENT

The next regular meeting of the STA SolanoLinks Intercity Transit Consortium will be at
10:00 a.m. on Wednesday, December 22, 2004.
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INTERCITY TRANSIT CONSORTIUM
Minutes of the meeting of
September 29, 2004

L. CALL TO ORDER

The regular meeting of the SolanoLinks Intercity Transit Consortium was called to order at
approximately 10:06 a.m. in the Solano Transportation Authority Conference Room.

Consortium Present: Robert Sousa Benicia Transit
Jeff Matheson Dixon Readi-Ride
Trent Fry Vacaville City Coach
John Harris Vallejo Transit
Also Present: Daryl Halls STA
Dan Christians STA
Mike Duncan STA
Anna McLaughlin STA/SNCI
Robert Guerrero STA
Sam Shelton STA
Jennifer Tongson STA
Johanna Masiclat STA

III. APPROVAL OF AGENDA

On a motion by Robert Sousa, and a second by Jeff Matheson, the SolanoLinks Intercity
Transit Consortium unanimously approved the agenda.



IV. OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT

V.

VL

VIL

None Presented.

REPORTS FROM CALTRANS, MTC, AND STA STAFF

Caltrans: None presented.
MTC: None presented.
STA: Mike Duncan distributed information on the following workshops:

= Public Workshop Regarding Proposed Control Measure for On-
Road Heavy-Duty Diesel Vehicles Owned or Operated by Public
Agencies and Ultilities

»  Public Workshop Regarding Proposed Modifications to the Fleet
Rule for Transit Agencies”

CONSENT CALENDAR

On a motion by Robert Sousa, and a second by John Harris, the SolanoLinks Intercity Transit
Consortium unanimously approved the Consent Calendar.

Recommendation:

A. Minutes of the Consortium Meeting of August 25, 2004—
Recommendation: Approve minutes of August 25, 2004.

B. Funding Opportunities Summary
C. Updated STA Meeting Schedule for 2004

ACTION ITEMS

A.

STA Board Approval of Priority Projects/Overall Work Plan for

FY 2004-05 and FY 2005-06

Daryl Halls reviewed the 42 tasks currently on the STA Board adopted Priority Projects
List and Overall Work Plan for FY 2004-05 and FY 2005-06. He also mentioned one
new task added at the request of the City of Vallejo (Conducting a SR 29 Corridor
Study) as a follow up to the completion of the Comprehensive Transportation Plan
update (Funding the CTP).

Recommendation:
Forward the STA’s Overall Work Program for FY 2004-05 and FY 2005-06 to the STA
Board with a recommendation for approval.

On a motion by Robert Sousa, and a second by John Harris, the SolanoLinks Intercity
Transit Consortium unanimously approved the recommendation.



B. MTC Transit Connectivity Study
Daryl Halls provided a current status report of MTC’s draft Transit Connectivity Study.
He proposed the Fairfield Transportation Center be added to the list of Regional Transit
Hubs due to its central location and express bus connections to El Cerrito del Norte and
Pleasant Hill BART stations, the Capitol Corridor Rail Station at Suisun City, UC
Davis, and Sacramento and its regional light rail system and Amtrak station.

Recommendation:

Forward a recommendation to the STA Board authorizing the STA Chair to sign a letter
to the Metropolitan Transportation Commission requesting that the Fairfield
Transportation Center be added to the list of Regional Transit Hubs included in MTC’s
Transit Connectivity Study.

On a motion by John Harris, and a second by Robert Sousa, the SolanoLinks Intercity
Transit Consortium unanimously approved the recommendation.

C. Solano Countywide Transportation for Livable Communities (TLC)
Program Plan
Robert Guerrero discussed the preparation for initial allocation of County TLC Funds
based on the developed Solano Countywide TLC Program Guidelines and a draft
Solano County TLC Plan. He indicated that only projects listed in the TLC Candidate
Projects list will be eligible for TLC funds allocated by the STA.

Recommendation:
Recommend the STA Board approve the Solano Countywide Transportation for
Livable Communities Plan.

On a motion by Trent Fry, and a second by John Harris, the SolanoLinks Intercity
Transit Consortium unanimously approved the recommendation.

VIII. INFORMATION ITEMS

A. Federal “First Cycle” STP/CMAQ/TE Obligation Status
Mike Duncan provided a status of all Solano County projects with STP/CMAQ/TE
funds and the obligation status for each project. He also highlighted MTC’s Regional
Project Delivery Policy for TEA-21 Reauthorization for STP and CMAQ Funding.

B. State Transportation Funding Update
Mike Duncan provided an update on the State Transportation Shortfall and project
delays throughout California. He also cited further delays on STIP allocations by the
CTC depending on the outcome of the federal ethanol issue, federal authorization bill,
and Proposition 68 and 70.



IX.

SNCI and STA Marketing Plan Status

Anna McLaughlin discussed the development of a multi-year marketing plan with MIG
for SNCI and other STA programs. She cited other marketing efforts being pursued
such as the recent wrapping of the STA van with the SNCI program’s logo.

Status of Unmet Transit Needs Process for FY 05/06

Anna McLaughlin summarized the annual process of public hearing and comment
period for the Unmet Transit Needs. She noted the meeting date in December and
location have yet to be determined.

SNCI Monthly Issues

Anna McLaughlin provided an update on Napa and Solano transit schedule status,
Partnership Regional Transit Marketing Committee (RTMC), Solano Welfare to Work,
Rideshare Thursday campaign, and other events.

TLC Planning Grants
Dan Christians identified TLC candidate projects that will need TLC planning funds in
the next few years to help get them ready for future TLC capital grants.

ADJOURNMENT

The meeting was adjourned at approximately 11:10 a.m. The next meeting is scheduled for
Wednesday, October 27, 2004 at 10:00 a.m. in the STA Conference Room.



Agenda Item V.B
December I, 2004

DATE: November 10, 2004

TO: SolanoLinks Intercity Transit Consortium
FROM: Karen Koelling, Administrative Assistant
RE: Updated STA Meeting Schedule for 2004

Background:
Attached is the revised STA schedule for meetings that may be of interest to the STA

Consortium. This schedule is an overview of the 2004 calendar year.

Fiscal Impact:
None.

Recommendation:
Informational.

Attachment:
A. Meeting Schedule 2004
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DATE: November 23, 2004

TO: SolanoLinks Intercity Transit Consortium
FROM: Sam Shelton, Planning Assistant

RE: Funding Opportunities Summary

The following funding opportunities will be available to STA members during the next few
months. Also attached are summary fact sheets for each program. Please distribute this
information to appropriate departments within your jurisdiction.

Fund Source Application Available From Application Due
Il}:(;gg:;l Signal Timing ChIl(S;l;‘lg)%tll’f;ng;é Il\/ITC December 30, 2004
e Do C | nuary 2,200
for Livable Communites Ry oagors January 28, 2005
(TLC) Planning Grant -

8{;'15: of Traffic Safety (OTS) Ma(rgl}z;arztg;?glg,gg)TS January 31, 2005
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Solano Cransportation Audhotity

FUNDING OPPORTUNITY:

Regional Signal Timing Program

Due December 30, 2004
TO: SolanoLinks Intercity Transit Consortium
FROM: Sam Shelton, Planning Assistant

This summary of the Regional Signal Timing Program is intended to assist jurisdictions plan projects that
are eligible for the program. STA staff is available to answer questions regarding this funding program
and provide feedback on potential project applications.

Eligible Project Sponsors:

Program Description:

Funding Available:

Eligible Projects:

Further Details:

Program Contact Person:

STA Contact Person:

An applicant must be a Bay Area public agency and is either responsible for
operating traffic signals or authorized to act on behalf of the agencies that
operate traffic signals.

This program provides funding for traffic signal coordination consultants.

$1.2 million in federal funds is available to retime up to 700 signals.
MTC will provide the local matching funds

Projects can range from an arterial in one jurisdiction to citywide signal
timing in adjoining jurisdictions.

http://www.mtc.ca.gov/funding/rstp-cfp.htm
In the 2004 cycle, all project applications that met the eligibility
requirements were funded.

Christina Atienza, MTC, catienza@mtc.ca.gov, (510) 817-3221

Sam Shelton, Planning Assistant, (707) 424-6075
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FUNDING OPPORTUNITY:

Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Program

Regional Program applications with Countywide projects list

Due January 21, 2005
TO: SolanoLinks Intercity Transit Consortium
FROM: Sam Shelton, Planning Assistant

This summary of the Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Program is intended to assist jurisdictions plan
projects that are eligible for the program. STA staff is available to answer questions regarding this
funding program and provide feedback on potential project applications.

Eligible Project Sponsors:  Local governments, transit operators, and other public agencies that are
eligible recipients of federal funds can apply. Community-based
organizations and nonprofits may be co-partners but cannot receive the funds

Program Description: This program funds the development of the Regional Bikeway System and
pedestrian safety and enhancement projects in the T-2030. ‘

Funding Available: $200 million over the next 25 years is available.
$32 million in the first four years is divided into two programs:
e Regional Program - $8 million is available in FY 05/06, 06/07.
Funding request shall be at least $300,000 but not over $4 million.
e Countywide Program — $1,395,835 for Solano in FY 07/08, 08/09.
Countywide funding request shall not exceed $4 million.
11.5% local match of total project cost is required. 25% of the program’s
funds will be directed to pedestrian projects.

Eligible Projects: Project activities eligible for funding include

e Pedestrian and bicycle facilities (including bike parking) that
provide access to regional transit, lifeline transit, regional activity
centers, or schools

¢ Bicycle facilities on the Regional Bicycle Network defined in the
Regional Bicycle Plan

e Regionally significant pedestrian projects. Pedestrian projects are
intended to be inclusive of facilities or improvements that
accommodate wheelchair use.

Further Details: http://www.mtc.ca.gov/funding/bike-ped cfp.htm
Attend the BAC meeting on December 2, 2004 for Countywide program info

Program Contact Person: Doug Johnson, MTC, djohnson@mtc.ca.gov, (510) 464-7846.

STA Contact Person: Sam Shelton, Planning Assistant, (707) 424-6075
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FUNDING OPPORTUNITY:

Countywide Transportation for Livable Communities (TLC) Planning Grant

Due January 28, 2005

TO: SolanoLinks Intercity Transit Consortium
FROM: Sam Shelton, Planning Assistant

This summary of the Countywide Transportation for Livable Communities (TLC) Planning Grant is
intended to assist jurisdictions plan projects that are eligible for the program based on the STA’s
Countywide TLC Guidelines. STA staff is available to answer questions regarding this funding program
and provide feedback on potential project applications.

Eligible Project Sponsors:  Local governments, transportation agencies, and community-based nonprofit
organizations (if partnered with local government) may receive funding.

Program Description: This program provides funding for TLC planning activities.

Funding Available: $150,000 to $200,000 target budget through 2006.
Grant max per project is $50,000 over two years.

Eligible Projects: Planning activities:
e Concept/Vision plans, Specific Area Plans
¢ Drawing and Design of streetscape/capital improvements
e Public Outreach / Community meetings/ Vision workshops
Planning projects must be complete by June 30, 2006.

Further Details: http://www.solanolinks.com/programs2.html

STA Contact Person: Robert Guerrero, Associate Planner, (707) 424-6075

10
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FUNDING OPPORTUNITY:

Office of Traffic Safety (OTS) Grant

Due January 31, 2005
TO: SolanoLinks Intercity Transit Consortium
FROM: Sam Shelton, Planning Assistant

This summary of the Office of Traffic Safety (OTS) Grant is intended to assist jurisdictions plan projects
that are eligible for the program. STA staff is available to answer questions regarding this funding
program and provide feedback on potential project applications.

Eligible Project Sponsors:

Program Description:

Funding Available:

Example Projects:

Further Details:
Program Contact Person:

STA Contact Person:

State governmental agencies, state colleges, and state universities, local city
and county government agencies, school districts, fire departments, and
public emergency services providers are eligible. Community-based
organizations and nonprofits may be co-partners but cannot receive the funds

OTS offers traffic safety grant funds to reduce deaths, injuries and economic
losses resulting from traffic related collisions

OTS awarded $74.2 million in FY 03/04.

Solano County 2005 Traffic Safety Grant Awards
¢ TFairfield, “Safe Passage™, Lidar speed signs on Air Base $61,500.00
o Fairfield Police Department, $342,648.00
¢ Suisun City Police Department, $90,000.00
e Vallejo Police Department, $125,000.00

http://www.ots.ca.gov

Mark Bertacchi, OTS, mbertacchi@ots.ca.gov, (916) 262-0985

Sam Shelton, Planning Assistant, (707) 424-6075

11
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DATE: November 11, 2004

TO: SolanoLinks Intercity Transit Consortium
FROM: Mike Duncan, Director for Projects

RE: Surplus of One Solano Paratransit Vehicle

Background:
The Solano County Paratransit Program is managed by the Solano Transportation

Authority and operated by Fairfield-Suisun Transit through an agreement with the STA.
This program serves elderly and disabled residents of northern Solano County (Dixon,
Fairfield, Rio Vista, Suisun City, Vacaville, and Solano County), providing special transit
services for these residents. The Solano Transportation Authority owns ten small buses
that are used for Solano Paratransit Program operations.

Discussion:

Over the past few years, STA has been able to replace several of the older Solano
Paratransit buses. As buses are replaced, the older vehicles are disposed of by surplus
action. Currently, one vehicle is surplus due to its age and number of miles and is
scheduled for disposal by auction or direct sale. Fairfield-Suisun Transit will dispose of
the vehicle and will provide the net proceeds from the disposal of the vehicle to the STA.
Proceeds from the disposal of the vehicle are returned to the Solano Paratransit vehicle
capital account.

Fiscal Impact:
The disposal of the Solano Paratransit vehicle has no impact to the STA general fund.

Proceeds from the sale of the vehicle will be returned to the Solano Paratransit capital
fund.

Recommendation:
Recommend the STA Board of Directors approve Resolution No. 2004-  “A Resolution
of the Solano Transportation Authority Declaring One Surplus Vehicle”.

Attachment
A. Resolution No. 2004-

12



ATTACHMENT A

RESOLUTION NO. 2004-
A RESOLUTION OF THE SOLANO TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY
DECLARING ONE SURPLUS VEHICLE

WHEREAS, one Solano Paratransit vehicle has been identified by staff as surplus and the
identification is attached as Exhibit I, and

WHEREAS, said item in Exhibit I is hereby deemed to be of no benefit to the Solano
Transportation Authority.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Board of the Solano Transportation
Authority does hereby declare said item in Exhibit I to be surplus and directs the Executive
Director to authorize and approve the disposition of said items by any of the following methods:
Individual Advertisement, Bid, and Sale for items valued in excess of $500; Delivery and Sale
through Contracted Private Auctioneer.

PASSED AND ADOPTED at a regular meeting of the Solano Transportation Authority
Board of Directors, duly held on December 8, 2004.

Karin MacMillan
Chair

I, DARYL K. HALLS, the Solano Transportation Authority Executive Director, do hereby certify
that the above and foregoing resolution was regularly introduced, passed and adopted by said
STA at a regular meeting thereof held this 8™ day of December 2004.

Daryl K. Halls
Executive Director

Attested:

Kim Cassidy, Clerk of the Board

13



EXHIBIT I

SURPLUS VEHICLE LIST
YEAR MAKE MODEL VIN DISPOSITION
1992 Ford 12/8+2 Bus IFDKE37M2NHB18348 | Surplus

14
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DATE: November 9, 2004

TO: SolanoLinks Intercity Transit Consortium

FROM: Dan Christians, Assistant Executive Director/Director of Planning
RE: Letter of Support to MTC for Caltrans Partnership Planning Grant/

"Smarter Growth Along the I-80/Capitol Corridor"

Background:
Each year Caltrans awards Partnership Planning Grants to Metropolitan Planning

Organizations such as the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) to conduct
regional and statewide planning studies including corridor studies, land use/smart growth
studies and studies of intermodal facilities. These grants are very competitive and letters
of support are encouraged. In 2001-02, STA and MTC were successful in receiving a
$300,000 Partnership Planning grant for the I-80/I-680/1-780 Major Investment &
Corridor Study.

For 2005-06, $1,000,000 will be available statewide for Partnership Planning grants and a
maximum grant cannot exceed $300,000. Project benefits must include ways to:
e strengthen the economy;
e improve public involvement and consensus;
e collect data on state, regional and local transportation facilities; and
¢ improve the ability to plan and implement transportation service, systems and
projects that improve mobility statewide.

Discussion:

With input from STA staff, MTC has put together and submitted the attached grant
application for a 2005-06 Caltrans Partnership Planning grant entitled “ Smarter Growth
Along the 1-80/Capitol Corridor” (see Attachment A). This joint planning study area
would include Solano, Yolo, Sacramento and Placer counties.

One of the main purposes of the study is to compile the two regions’ (MTC and
Sacramento Area Council of Governments) demographic forecasts and growth scenarios,
compare modeling projections and evaluate the transportation investments for the
corridor. The study would also facilitate in-depth dialog among the two regions and the
four counties located adjacent to the corridor.

Study objectives will include ways to pursue complementary land use patterns, better
jobs-housing balance, and a stronger utilization of alternative travel modes including
carpools, ridesharing, public transportation, walking and cycling. The study proposes to
help fund Phase 2 of the new Solano Napa Travel Demand Model with $75,000 to
complete the transit model component.

15



The project would have a steering committee comprised of local government, STA,
regional agencies, Caltrans, air districts and the business community.

Recommendation:

Recommend the STA Board approve a Letter of Support for a Caltrans Partnership
Planning Grant Application Submitted by MTC entitled “Smarter Growth along the I-
80/Capitol Corridor”

Attachment:
A. Caltrans Partnership Planning Grant Application entitled “Smarter Growth along
the 1-80/Capitol Corridor”

16



ATTACHMENT A

Five complete hard copies of the application package for FY 2005/06 Transportation Planning
Grant Program must be received by 5:00 pm on Friday, October 15, 2004 at the appropriate
Caltrans District Planning Office. Applicants are also required to submit an electronic file of the
application package in Microsoft Word. Submit additional sub-recipients (if more than one) on a

separate sheet.

Grant Program: Partnership Planning

Project Title: Smarter Growth along the I-80/Capitol Corridor

Location (county/city): I-80/Capitol Corridor (Solano, Yolo, Sacramento, Placer counties)

i

Organization

Metropolitan Transportation
Commission

Association of Bay Area
Govermnments, Sacramento
Council of Governments,
Solano Transportation
Authority

Contact Person

James Corless

Ken Hough (SACOG)

101 8™ Street

Mailing Address 415 L Street, Ste 300
City Oakland, CA Sacramento, CA

Zip Code 94607 95814

E-mail icorless@mic.ca.gov khough@sacog.org
Telephone (510) 464-7733 (916) 321-9000

Fax (510) 464-7848 (916) 321-9551

Grant Funds Requested

$300,000 | Partnership Planning
Cash Local Match $75,000 | MTC/ABAG/SACOG
In-kind Local Match $20,000 | MTC/ABAG/SACOG
Other Funding -
Total Cost $395,000

To the best of my knowledge, all information contained in this proposal is true and correct.

Steve Heminger

Signature of Authorized Official (Applicant)

Print Name

California Department of Transportation Planning Grants

Page 1
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Sacramento-Northeast Bay Area Joint Planning Project
Smarter Growth Aleng the I-80/Capitol Corridor

IL. PROJECT SUMMARY

Over the next two decades, growth pressures will increase significantly in both the San Francisco
Bay Area and the Sacramento regions, specifically along the I-80/Capitol Corridor through
Solano, Yolo, Sacramento and Placer counties. As the two regions try to manage this growth
through a variety of incentives and planning efforts aimed at promoting more compact
development patterns, they are doing so with only a minimal ability to exchange information,
demographic data, and lessons leaed.

The joint planning project proposed in this application will create a new interregional
collaboration to provide a critical compilation of demographic projections and smart growth
forecasts for the corridor. This information will be used to test the transportation and air quality
impacts of smart growth plans and policies. Such comparative information will highlight critical
public policy choices for transportation investments and land use decisions in the corridor and
recommend changes to existing transportation and demographic models. A comprehensive
assessment of the study, including the key policy implications, will be summarized in a final
report that will be written for a statewide audience.

III. PURPOSE AND NEED

Both the San Francisco Bay Area and the Sacramento regions have recently undertaken
comprehensive smart growth planning efforts to promote more compact development patterns
and reduce the burden on regional transportation infrastructure. Both regions are planning to
house more of their own workers, thus producing an improved jobs-housing relationship, fewer
vehicle miles traveled, and reduced commuting from outside each region. Both regions are also
planning for significant investments in future highway and transit infrastructure, including
carpools, vanpools, Amtrak’s Capitol Corridor, new commuter rail service, the widening of I-80
and more. The overall goal of the project is to maximize the effectiveness of transportation
investments along the I-80/Capito! Corridor by better understanding and planning for future
demand for jobs and housing in a way that minimizes traffic congestion and air pollution,
maximizes travel in alternatives to single occupant vehicles, and supports the smart growth
principles adopted by both regions.

The purpose of this joint planning proposal is to: (1) compile the two region’s demographic
forecasts and smart growth scenarios to compare and contrast key assumptions related to
housing, employment, and travel growth trends; (2) compare the joint interregional projections
with both local general plans along the corridor and the predicted future market demand for infill
development and transit-oriented housing; (3) evaluate the transportation investment and air
quality impacts of the two region’s smart growth scenarios for the corridor; and (4) use the

California Department of Transportation Planning Grants
Page 2
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findings and analysis from the compiled interregional projections to define key policy
implications for the corridor from both transportation and land use perspectives, in addition
assisting in the upgrades of, or recommend changes for, statewide, regional and local models that
cover the corridor.

The project will be guided by an interregional steering committee comprised of members from
the regional agencies, Caltrans, the air districts, and local governments along the corridor, along
with representatives from economic, equity and environmental interests.

The joint planning project will also help to facilitate an in-depth dialogue among the two regions,
Caltrans, local governments, transit providers, and the many stakeholders along the corridor.

The project will focus on those areas along the I-80/Capitol Corridor, including Solano, Yolo,
Sacramento and Placer counties. In addition, the project will have the added benefits of:

¢ Promoting a better understanding of transportation and air quality impacts of smart
growth planning for a heavily traveled corridor;

¢ Building a stronger link between local plans, interregional forecasts and smart growth

planning;

Facilitating the implementation of both region’s smart growth visions;

Coordinating future transportation investments and corridor planning;

Improving future growth forecasts for both regions;

Providing a model for interregional cooperation that could provide assist similar efforts

statewide.

IV. MEETING PLANNING OBJECTIVES & GOALS

This project strongly complements many of the goals and objectives of both state and federal
agencies with a stake in partnership planning and transportation. Specifically, this effort
supports the various agency objectives in the following ways:

One of the project’s primary goals is to enhance the technical capacity of the planning processes
used by the various agencies along the corridor and as such strongly supports this specific federal
planning emphasis area. The project is also around the involvement of local officials,
particularly in the Task 2 approach to reconciling local general plan policies with interregional
demographic forecasts (see scope of work). In addition, it will include an analysis of
management and operations as part of the transportation analysis in Task 3, and is generally
aimed at integrating planning and environmental processes.

One of the key goals of this joint planning project is directly in line with the mission of Caltrans:
to maximize the mobility for both current and future residents along the I-80/Capitol Corridor by
pursuing complementary land use patterns, a better jobs-housing relationship, and a stronger
utilization of alternative travel modes including carpools, ridesharing, public transportation,
walking and cycling.

California Department of Transportation Planning Grants
Page 3
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The proposed project is also a strong fit with the outlined state planning priorities, including the
support of infill development and protection of agricultural resources through the
implementation of smart growth scenarios, the strengthening of economic vitality throughout the
corridor with the emphasis on transportation options and reducing highway travel demand, and
the improvement of mobility and accessibility through the identification of smart growth
strategies that can maximize the effectiveness of planned transportation investments. The joint
planning project will emphasize context sensitive solutions and community values through
various means, including the use of a collaborative approach to guiding the project with a broad-
based interregional steering committee.

V. SCOPE OF WORK
Task 1: Compile Interregional Demographic Forecasts and Smart Growth Scenarios

A critical first step in greater coordination is to identify and analyze potential inconsistencies in
long-range population and employment forecasts between the two regions. Regional smart
growth policies are a significant change to the modeling in each region and the implications to
broader areas have not been examined. The new projections assume different patterns of
development, investment, and amount of overall growth. Our proposed analysis will determine
whether each region is appropriately forecasting future residential and job growth in the other
region. Currently the two regions do not formally try to coordinate their forecasts. With the
implementation of smart growth policies, this coordination is becoming more important; Our
study will also evaluate whether each region is using their neighbors’ newly developed smart
growth assumptions correctly.

The first proposed work product from this task will be a compilation and analysis of population
and employment projections for Solano, Yolo, Sacramento, and Placer counties. This analysis
will focus on each region’s smart growth policy assumptions and the affect of those policy
assumptions on issues like interregional commuting. Another component of this task will be a
detailed examination of the impacts of implementing both region’s smart growth scenarios

This task will also produce an interregional dialogue to coordinate assumptions and demographic
and economic forecasts for the two regions. Technical meetings between staffs will be used to
explain and resolve differing economic and demographic assumptions. Participants will work
together to exchange data on economics, demographics, land use, and infrastructure, providing
the foundation for continued coordination on these issues.

Lead Agencies: Sacramento Area Council of Governments, Association of Bay Area
Governments

Deliverable 1a: Analysis of interregional projections for population and employment
emphasizing the impacts of smart growth policies and interregional commuting.

Deliverable 1b: Strategy to coordinate future demographic and employment projections and
improve modeling of the I-80 corridor.

California Department of Transportation Planning Grants
Page 4
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Funding: 890,000 (875,000 grant funded; 815,000 local match)

Task 2: Comparison of Interregional Forecasts with Local Plans and Future Housing
Market Demands

Once interregional projections have been analyzed, the next step will be to compare these
forecasts with local land use plans and policies. This task will require the project staff to collect
data from and consult with local government planning and economic development agencies. It
will provide an important evaluation of existing development policies and any potential
inconsistencies to each region’s smart growth regional policies.

Data on land use potential and policies will be collected and coordinated between the two
regions, and shared with local jurisdictions. Continued coordination will allow the regions to
evaluate the relative success of the their individual smart growth efforts, and make each region
aware of future changes. The data produced as a result of this effort will be shared through
several roundtable dialogues. The first round will be with local government planning staff,
followed by sessions with local elected officials.

This task will also include the completion of a new housing demand study for the corridor. The
study will provide a new look at the type of housing products that will be in demand throughout
the interregional I-80/Capitol Corridor in the coming decades, with a particular emphasis on the
potential market demand for higher density, infill housing. A forward-looking analysis for future
housing demand can be a critical piece of assessing whether the market will exist in the future to
support the growth patterns envisioned under the smart growth scenarios.

Lead Agencies: Sacramento Area Council of Governments, Association of Bay Area
Governments.

Deliverable 2a: Analysis of local land use plans relative to compiled interregional projections.

Deliverable 2b: Analysis of housing market demand for corridor relative to compiled
interregional projections.

Funding: $125,000 (875,000 grant funded; 850,000 local match)

Task 3: Evaluation of Transportation and Air Quality Impacts of Interregional Projections
and Smart Growth Forecasts for the Corridor

This effort will make use of the interregional projections data along with the housing market
demand study in order to develop several corridor-wide land use scenarios. The land use
scenarios will be developed by the interregional steering committee in close cooperation with
local planning staff and local elected officials, and will be geared towards testing the efficacy of
smart growth principles and both regions” smart growth visions. Various land use scenarios will

California Department of Transportation Planning Grants
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be developed for the corridor, including three based on (a) the compiled interregional
demographic projections; (b) the build out of local general plans; and (c) the two regions’
forecasts for the corridor based on the Bay Area’s Smart Growth Vision and SACOG’s Blueprint
project.

Each of the interregional land use scenarios will be analyzed for impacts on commuting times,
vehicle miles traveled, and the impacts on public transportation, carpooling, ridesharing and
other alternative travel options that are currently being developed along the I-80/Capitol
Corridor. Among the key questions to be answered through this analysis: which of the scenarios
most successfully reduces future traffic congestion and boosts all forms of public transit
ridership along the corridor? Which of the scenarios maximizes carpools, vanpools and
ridesharing? Which of the scenarios produces the least impacts on air quality?

Lead Agencies: Sacramento Area Council of Governments, Metropolitan Transportation
Commission, and the Solano Transportation Authority in partnership with the Bay Area Air
Quality Management District, the Yolo-Solano Air Quality Management District, and the
Sacramento Metro Air Quality Management District.

Deliverable 3a: Analysis of alternative land use scenarios for the I-80/Capitol Corridor in terms
of the impact on both transportation and air quality and the implications for planned
transportation investments along the corridor.

Funding: 875,000 (all grant funded)

Task 4: Lessons Learned: Implications for Interregional Policy and Planning Practices

Once we have compiled the interregional forecasts, compared them to predicted market demand
and local general plans, and analyzed alternative land use scenarios for the corridor, the next task
is to assess the major public policy implications. The findings generated from Tasks 1 through 3
will be summarized and presented to the interregional steering committee for discussion. Among
the key topics anticipated: (a) how to resolve inconsistencies between the two region’s
demographic forecasts; (b) how to resolve inconsistencies between the compilation of the
interregional corridor-wide projections with both the predicted market demand and the potential
growth allowable under the build out of local general plans; (c) how to apply the findings from
the land use scenarios (Task 3) to the planned transportation investments in the corridor. An in-
depth discussion of these topics will be a significant part of the final report (see below).

In addition to the assessment of transportation and land use choices for the corridor, we will
work to harmonize the transportation and demographic models—used by SACOG, ABAG, MTC
and the Solano Transportation Authority—with the Caltrans statewide travel model and the
intercity rail model. We will recommend changes to these models to better account for new
demographic projections, jobs-housing balance, and the ability of changes in land use patterns to
shift the travel modes for local non-work trips. Particular emphasis will also be placed on
strengthening the travel model used by the Solano Transportation Authority to allow for

California Department of Transportation Planning Grants
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incorporation of alternative modes of transportation—a critical component of the overall effort to
model the local transportation impacts of smarter growth patterns.

Lead Agencies: Sacramento Area Council of Governments, Metropolitan Transportation
Commission, Association of Bay Area Governments, Solano Transportation Authority

Deliverable 4a: Synthesis of lessons learned from tasks 1-3, with major public policy
implications highlighted and recommendations proposed for resolving inconsistencies and
conflicts among overall transportation, demographic and land use assumptions.

Deliverable 4b: Analysis of existing modeling capabilities within existing planning agencies and
recommendations for harmonizing transportation models to better reflect compiled interregional
projections.

Deliverable 4c: Revision to the transportation model used by the Solano Transportation
Authority to better incorporate alternative modes of transportation.

Funding: $75,000 (all grant funded)

Task S: Final Report & Recommendations

This joint planning effort will culminate in a report geared towards the local jurisdictions,
stakeholders, and regional and statewide planning agencies along the corridor, but written with a
statewide audience in mind. The report will highlight new interregional employment and
demographic projections. It will provide an in-depth analysis of the findings from tasks 1-3, and
provide recommendations resulting from the dialogue around the transportation and land use
policy implications and choices anticipated among the interregional steering committee members
as part of task 4.

Lead Agencies: Sacramento Area Council of Governments, Metropolitan Transportation
Commission, Association of Bay Area Governments, Solano Transportation Authority

Deliverable 5a: Final Report highlighting findings and geared towards stakeholders along the
corridor as well as other regions where interregional planning has strong potential or
Interregional Partnerships (IRPs) are already underway.

Funding: $25,000 (310,000 grant funded; $15,000 local match)

VI. MEETING GRANT SPECIFIC OBJECTIVES

This grant proposal is an excellent match to the grant specific objectives outlined under the
Partnership Planning Element. The interregional effort to compile demographic forecasts and
smart growth projections along the I-80 corridor in order to maximize the effectiveness of
transportation investments will have multi-regional benefits and provide an important model

California Department of Transportation Planning Grants
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statewide for other similar efforts. This joint planning project can result in significant
transportation benefits in terms of easing the traffic burden on the I-80 corridor, shortening
commute times through better jobs-housing balance, and providing more options to residents by
maximizing the effectiveness of public transportation, including carpooling, express buses and
Amtrak’s Capitol Corridor.

This project will also greatly advance cooperation and coordination between the Bay Area and
the Sacramento regions, between local governments and state and regional agencies along the
corridor, and between public agencies and members of stakeholder groups, in particular
representatives of economic, equity and environmental interests.

VII. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

The joint planning project will be guided by an interregional steering committee, which will
consist of representatives from Caltrans, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission, the
Association of Bay Area Governments, the Sacramento Area Council of Governments, the
Solano Transportation Authority, the three air districts with jurisdiction over the project study
area, local government staff, and representatives from environmental groups, social equity
interests and the business community. The steering committee will guide all components of the
scope of work, including public involvement and outreach.

VIII. PROJECT OUTCOMES

This joint planning project will produce a number of significant work products. These include:

e A new compilation of interregional demographic projections and smart growth visions
for the I-80/Capitol Corridor;

¢ A new housing market demand study for the corridor;

¢ A comparison of the interregional demographic projections with the growth predicted by
the housing market demand study, and the growth that could be accommodated based an
analysis of local general plans;

¢ An analysis of alternative land use scenarios for the I-80/Capitol Corridor in terms of the
transportation and air quality impacts;

¢ An analysis of public policy implications from the study findings and proposed
recommendations for resolving inconsistencies and conflicts among overall
transportation, demographic and land use assumptions.

e Recommendations for changes to transportation and demographic models used
throughout the corridor, including assistance in the upgrade of the Solano County
transportation model;

California Department of Transportation Planning Grants
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e A final report summarizing all of the above;

The interregional steering committee will be responsible for the oversight of this project and
provide a more formal accountability structure for the project as a whole in order to ensure
successful outcomes. The project will use its resources in an extremely cost-effective manner
because it will utilize both technical and professional capacity at the various public agencies that
are already responsible for transportation planning and demographic forecasts along the corridor.
Given that the I-80/Capitol Corridor is also an area of significant planned transportation
investments, such as Interstate 80, the I-80/680 interchange, Amtrak’s Capitol Corridor, express
buses, ridesharing programs and more, this project can potentially pay for itself many times over
by reducing the need for future infrastructure through taking advantage of smarter land use
patterns and planned investments in transportation alternatives.

California Department of Transportation Planning Grants
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Agenda Item VI.B
December 1, 2004

DATE: November 10, 2004

TO: SolanoLinks Intercity Transit Consortium

FROM: Robert Guerrero, Associate Planner

RE: Countywide TLC Planning Grants Call for Projects

Background:
The Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) administers funds for the

Transportation for Livable Communities (TLC) program. The purpose of the program is to
support community based transportation projects that bring new vibrancy to downtown areas,
commercial cores, neighborhoods, and transit corridors, enhancing their amenities and
ambiance and making them places where people want to live, work and visit. The TLC
program provides funding for projects that are developed through an inclusive community
planning effort, provide for a range of transportation choices, and support connectivity
between transportation investments and land uses.

MTC's TLC program includes a separate Countywide TLC component that allows the nine
Bay Area Congestion Management Agencies (CMAs) to administer a percentage (based on
population) of the TLC funds for countywide priority projects. As part of the STA's
Countywide TLC program, limited planning funds are available through the Transportation
Planning Land Use Solutions (T-PLUS) Program, which was increased to a maximum of
$50,000 over a two-year period per project, based on the TAC's recommendation at their
August 25, 2004 meeting.

A few key activities recently completed related to the Countywide TLC program include:
1) Solano Candidate TLC Project Field Review meetings Summer 2004

2) STA Board Adopted Countywide TLC Guidelines September 8, 2004
3) STA Board Adopted TLC Plan October 13, 2004
Discussion:

STA staff i1s recommending the STA Board issue a call for projects for Countywide TLC
planning grants. The STA will distribute a TLC planning grant application consistent with
the Solano Countywide TLC Guidelines (Attachment A) shortly after the STA Board
approves a Call for Projects. Applications will be due to the STA by January 28, 2005 with
the STA Board subsequently approving the award of planning grants.

Applicants will be required to have a resolution from their council or board committing
support and local funds for their TLC planning grant request. The resolutions will be
accepted by STA staff after the January 28th application deadline, but no later than
February 9, 2005.
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The STA is attempting to increase the planning funds based on the needs expressed by
several member agencies to develop and refine their conceptual projects in preparation for
future TLC capital funds. Staffis currently investigating options to increase the TLC
Planning Grants budget (through June 30, 2006) to approximately $150,000 to $200,000 by
utilizing future T-PLUS funds as well as other potential federal funds.

Recommendation: _
Recommend the STA Board issue a 'Call for Projects' for Countywide TLC Planning Grants.

Attachment:
A. Solano TLC Program Guidelines
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ATTACHMENT A

SOLANO TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY

Solano Countywide
Transportation for Livable
Communities (TLC) Program

Guidelines
September 2004
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DRAFT COUNTYWIDE TRANSPORTATION FOR LIVABLE
COMMUNITIES (TLC) PROGRAM GUIDELINES

COMMUNITY DESIGN PLANNING PROGRAM

TRANSPORTATION PLANNING LAND USE SOLUTIONS (T-PLUS)

Program Description

The Community Design Planning Program funds community design and planning processes to
retrofit existing neighborhoods, downtowns, commercial cores, and transit station areas and
stops in order to create pedestrian, bicycle, and transit-friendly environments. The key objective
of this program is to provide funding support to local governments, transportation agencies, and
community-based organizations to explore innovative design concepts and plans that relieve
congestion by alternatives modes of transportation through an inclusive, community-based
planning process. Community design planning processes often lead to the development of
capital projects that can compete for funding at a regional level. The community planning
process typically results in transportation/land-use concept plans; streetscape design concept
plans; detailed drawings, construction cost estimates, and implementation plans for specific
capital projects.

Who Can Apply?

Community design planning grants are awarded on a competitive basis. Local governments,
transportation agencies, and community-based nonprofit organizations may receive funding.
Non-governmental organizations may act as the lead sponsor, but must partner with a local
government agency to carry out the planning project. Grant recipients will be required to enter
mto a funding agreement with STA to carry out the project and attend a workshop on grant

administration.

How Much Funding is Available?

The STA is planning to allocate a new range up to $25,000 on an annual basis and a maximum of
$50,000 per project over a two year period per project for this program. A 20 percent local
match is required. Local match is defined as the dollars used to match the planning work on the
project. STA may consider allocating planning funds on a multiyear basis.

Eligible Activities

Project acuvities eligible for funding include conducting community design and visioning
workshops; designing streetscape improvements that promote pedestrian, bicycle and transit
acuvities; preparing neighborhood revitalization plans to strengthen community identity,
developing transportation and land-use plans for redevelopment areas or preparing concept
plans, drawings and design guidelines for capital projects.

How will Projects be Evaluated?
Part One: Evaluation Criteria
1. Study Need
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Proposal includes an issue statement that clearly identifies the purpose and need of the
planning project along with desired outcomes.

Project pertains to a defined physical location.

Project pertains to a physical settung where deficiencies exist (or will exist), and which, if
remedied, will provide significant community benefit and community benefit through
walkability, pedestrian safety, traffic calming, transit access, bicycle gap closure projects.

2. TLC Program Goals

a.

Project addresses one or more TLC program goals and demonstrates how well the goals
are met.

3. Project Scope

a.

Project describes a collaborative planning process to be undertaken by identifying the:

e community stakeholders (e.g., residents, business proprietors, property owners,
neighborhood associations, nonprofits, community-based organization, etc.),
local governmental agency, and the transit operator that will be involved and
their roles

e outreach strategy to solicit input from a diversity of participants

b. Describe how the intended project outcomes include one or more of the following:

e Community stakeholder participation and support

*  Plans for providing congestion relief through improvements to pedestrian,
bicycle and transit facilities, and 1n particular improvements to strategic links
between transit nodes and activity hubs to encourage non-automobile use

e Plans for providing congestion relief through the development of higher density
housing and mixed-use development near existing or planned transit
infrastructure

4. Project Administration

Project will result 1n a specific and clear work product that will guide the project to the
next level of planning, and/ or form the basis to compete for funding for capital projects
identified in planning process.

Project will be completed within the Metropolitan Transportation Commussion's (MTC)
allocation schedule (a 1-2 year timeline). Project sponsor commits to begin the project
immediately once the Commission approves the project. Note: once projects are
underway, STA/MTC will consider time extensions if the project sponsor demonstrates
progress on the planning process and demonstrates a real need for additional time to
adequately conduct community outreach or technical analysis.
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c. Project sponsor commits to pursuing the project recommendations, including
subsequent planning activities, and to pursue preliminary engineering and construction
funds for capital projects as feasible.

5. Solano Comprehensive Transportation Plan

a. Project 1s an adopted TLC candidate project identified in the STA’s Comprehensive
Transportation Plan (CIP). Applicants may also reference the STA's Countywide
Pedestrian Plan and the Countywide Bicycle Plan for pedestrian and bicycle friendly
design concepts for consideration in their TLC candidate project scope. The Pedestrian
and Bicycle Plan are part of the CTP's Alternative Modes Element.

Part Two: Additional Factors

If a project meets the evaluation criteria listed above, STA will use the following factors to
further evaluate competing projects for TLC assistance:

1. Project Innovation: To what degree does the project demonstrate mnovation in
project scope and community outreach techniques? Is this project different in scope and
type than other candidate projects?

2. Land Use/Transportation Links: To what degree does the project provide
congestion relief through support of building higher density housing and mixed uses
developments, connectivity particularly in existing downtowns, commercial cores,
neighborhoods, and transit stops/ corridors?

3. Local Match: To what degree is the local match beyond the required match offered as
part of the proposed project’s total cost? To what degree does the project use TLC
funds to leverage other funding? To what degree does the sponsor provide in-kind
services (staff time or costs) towards the project?

4. Low-income Community: Does the project serve a low-income neighborhood, as
demonstrated by Census data on income and/or poverty level compared to the city or
county as a whole?

Application Process
Step 1: STA issues a “call for projects” on an annual basis.

Step 2: Applicants submit a project proposal to STA for funding consideration. The planning
proposal should include the amount of TLC funds requested, amount and source of local match,
brief description of sponsor and study partner(s), how project fulfills evaluation criteria shown
above, preliminary scope of work that describes each itemized task to be undertaken and the
resulting work product(s) per task, project budget and schedule for the project by itemized
task/ work product, and project area map and existing conditions photos.

Step 3: STA staff and representatives from STA’s Alternative Modes/Screening Committee,
approved by the STA Board, evaluates project proposals.
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Step 4: The STA Board will approve Countywide TLC projects based upon the
recommendations provided by a Alternative Modes/Screening Committee, STA staff, and

available funding.

Step 5: Following approval, grant recipients will enter into a funding agreement with STA and
attend a special workshop on community planning and grant administration.
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CAPITAL PROGRAM

COUNTYWIDE TLC & TE CAPITAL PROGRAM

Program Description

The Capital Program funds transportation infrastructure improvements that provide congestion
relief through to pedestrian, bicycle and transit facilities. The key objectives of this program are
to encourage pedestrian, bicycle and transit wips; support a community’s larger infill
development or revitalization effort; and provide for a wider range of transportation choices,
connectivity, improved internal mobility, and stronger sense of place. Typical TLC capital
projects include new or improved pedestrian facilities, bicycle facilities, transit access
improvements, pedestrian plazas, traffic calming and streetscapes. Funds can be used for
preliminary engineering (design and environmental), rght-of-way acquisition, and/or
construction.

Who Can Apply?

Capital Program grants are awarded on a competitive basis. Local governments, transit
operators, and other public agencies are eligible recipients of the federal funds. Community-
based organizations and nonprofits may be co-partners but cannot receive the funds. Grant
recipients will be required to take the capital project through the federal-aid process with
Caltrans Local Assistance, and obligate or commit the federal funds by the regional obligation
deadline specified by MTC. In addition, grant recipients will be required to attend a training
workshop on project implementation and the federal-aid process.

How Much Funding is Available?

STA and MTC allocate federal Surface Transportation Program (STP), Congestion Mitigation
and Air Quality (CMAQ) Improvements Program, or Transportation Enhancements (TE) Funds
toward the capital project. Grant amount ranges from $50,000 to $500,000 per project. A local
match of 11.5 percent of the total TLC project cost is required.

Eligible Activities

Project activities eligible for funding include bicycle and pedestrian paths and bridges; on-street
bike lanes; pedestrian plazas; pedestrian street crossings; streetscaping such as median
landscaping, street trees, lighting, furniture; traffic calming design features such as pedestrian
bulb-outs or transit bulbs; transit stop amenities; way-finding signage; and gateway features.
While these discrete activities are eligible for funding, STA is looking for a transportation capital
project that is well-designed, uses a variety of design features, results in numerous community
benefits, and 1s part of a community’s broader revitalization and development efforts.

How will Projects be Evaluated?
Part 1: Project Readiness Criteria

The following criteria will be used to evaluate whether a project will be able to meet the fund
obligation deadline. Projects must secure a federal authorization to proceed with construction
by the obligation deadline set by STA.

34




10.

Has a collaborative planning process involving the local government agency, community
stakeholders, transit district(s), and others affected by the project taken place? (If the
planning process has not been undertaken, please consider applying in a future cycle
once the process is completed.)

Is the project fully funded with TLC capital funds? Is the project dependent upon other
funding yet to be secured? Please provide a project budget showing all funding amounts
and fund sources secured for the project, and describe how any funding shortfalls will be
covered.

Is the project dependent upon another uncompleted major capital project?

What type of environmental document required by CEQA and NEPA will be (has been)
prepared, and when would it be (was it) certified? What environmental issues may
require more detailed study? -

Is the project entirely within the local agency's right-of-way? Are any new right-of-way,
permits or easements needed, and when would it be acquired (from non-TLC sources) if

needed?

Is there a uility relocation phase within the project area but implemented separately
from the project?

Have all affected departments within the local government agency, transit agency,
and/or other public agency (1) been involved in the development of the project and (2)
reviewed the project to ensure project feasibility?

Has your public works staff reviewed and approved the conceptual plan?

Is there significant local opposition that may prevent the project from meeting the

funding obligation deadline?

Are there any pending lawsuits related to the project?

Part 2: Basic Eligibility Criteria

All basic eligibility criteria below must be met before a project can be reviewed according to the
evaluation criteria under Part 3. Briefly describe how the project satisfies each criterion.
Following grant approval, the project sponsor will submit a governing board approved
resolution confirming the requirements described below have been met.

11.

12.
13.

14.

15.
16.

Project is adopted in the Solano Comprehensive Transportation Plan as part of the TLC
Plan in the Alternative Modes Element

The funding request is greater than $50,000 and less than $500,000.

The project sponsor assures that a local match of at least 11.5 percent of the total project
cost will be available.

The project sponsor agrees to abide by all applicable regulations, including the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the American with Disabilities Act (ADA).

The project is well-defined and results in a usable segment.

The project sponsor understands and agrees to the STA project delivery requirements as
described below.
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Federal funds through the TLC Capital Grants program are fixed at the
programmed amount, therefore any cost increase would not be funded through

TLC.

Projects are to be designed and built consistent with the project description
contained in the grant application, and if approved, as programmed in the
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP).

A field review with Caltrans Local Assistance and STA staff will be completed
within six (6) months of grant approval.

The appropriate NEPA document for the project will be certified through the office
of Galtrans Local Assistance within twelve (12) months of grant approval.

The project design drawings will be submitted to STA for review and comment at
various design stages, typically 30%, 60%, 90%, and 100% submittals.

Completed Plans, Specifications, and Estimates (PS&E) package will be submitted to
STA, MIC, and Caltrans Local Assistance by no later than April 1 in the year of
regional obligation deadline.

Federal funds will be obligated by the fund obligation deadline established by STA
or MTC for this grant cycle.

The “before” and “after” photos of the project will be sent to STA for use in
publications, press releases, reports, etc. about the TLC program.

STA will be notified immediately to discuss potential project implications that will
affect the delivery of the project.

The project sponsor commits to maintaining the project.

Part 3: Capital Evaluation Criteria

If a project meets all the screening factors identified in Parts 1 and 2, it is evaluated according to
the criteria shown below. For each category, a project will be assigned a “high”, “medium”®, or
“low” rating. Funding priority is based on the degree to which the project meets these critera.

1. TLCProgram Goals

 Project addresses one or more TLC program goals and demonstrates how well the goals
are met.

2. Community Involvement

* Project resulted from an inclusive and collaborative planning process with community
stakeholders, including low-income, minority community representatives (if applicable),
as demonstrated by new or strengthened project partnerships, outreach efforts to a
diversity of participants, and innovative planning techniques used to solicit public input.

e A planning document (such as a transportation-land use plan, urban design/landscape
concept plan, design development plan, specific plan, general plan etc.) from which the
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project was derived, or a conceptual design illustrating the project, has been prepared
and made available to the public for review and comment.

Project 1s supported by the local agency (including planning, public works, engineering,
traffic, and/or redevelopment departments/ agencies), transit operator(s), and
community stakeholders who are affected by the project.

3. Project Impact

The project remedies a current or anticipated problem and will result in one or more of the
following community benefits:

Transit Corridor Improvements: promotes TLC related improvements for transit hubs,
ferry terminals, rail stations, and park and ride facilities that support transit services
(express bus, rail, ferry) along the I-80/680/780 & SR 12 corridors.

Transportation Choices: project provides for a range of transportation options to access
Transportati _project p or a rang p ption: .
jobs, shopping, recreation and other daily needs as a means of relieving traffic
congestion.

Pedestrian and Bicycle Access: project improves connectivity and direct pedestrian or
bicycle access to the downtown, commercial core, neighborhood, or transit
stop/ comdor.

. Transit Access: project improves transit accessibility and connectivity to 2 major activity
center.

Safety and Security: project reduces the number of pedestrian/bicycle injuries and
fatalivies, and addresses safety and security concerns around transit facilities.

Street Design: project promotes good street design to encourage pedestrian, bicycle and
transtt trips such as narrow traffic lanes, wide sidewalks, marked crosswalks, landscape
buffers, etc;; promotes safe road-sharing between bicycles and vehicles; and complies
with the American with Disabilities Act and applicable street design standards.

Traffic Calming: project reduces driving speeds to facilitate safe pedestrian, bicycle, and
vehicle travel and street crossings.

. Streetscape Design: project creates pedestrian, bicycle and transit friendly environments
through street trees, landscape buffers, pedestrian-scaled lighting, wide sidewalks, etc.

Community Design: project enhances the look and feel of the community and fosters a
strong sense of place through upgrades to the physical environment and cohesive
designs of streets, buildings, and public spaces.

Air Quality: project improves mobility via walking, biking, or taking transit, and thus
reduces vehicle trips and improves air quality.

Economic Development: ~ project acts as a catalyst to generate local economic
development opportunities, particularly within disadvantaged communities.

4. Land Use Links
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¢ Describe how the proposed project supports channeling new growth to areas of the
region with established infrastructure and existing residential development, employment
centers, and other major activity centers such as retail and cultural facilities.

* Describe how the proposed project is located in a project area that is currently zoned, or
will be rezoned, to support the development of a diverse mix of housing (particularly
high-density, affordable, and/or mixed-income developments), retail, commercial, or
office uses.

* Describe how the proposed project is located in a project area where major transit
nfrastructure exists or is planned in to serve the land use developments.

* Describe how the proposed project directs investment to a traditionally low-income
community, as demonstrated by Census data on income and/or poverty level compared
to the city or county as a whole.

* Describe how the proposed project would help provide congestion relief by supporting
increased use of transit, ridesharing, bicycle and pedestrian facilities and services.

Application Process
Step 1: STA issues a “call for projects” on an annual basis.

Step 2: Applicants submit a project proposal to STA for funding consideration. The project
proposal should include amount of TLC funds requested, amount and source of local match,
brief description of sponsor and study partner(s), detailed description of the specific capital
improvements to be funded by TLC, how project fulfills evaluation criteria shown above, project
finance plan for preliminary engineering, right-of-way and construction phases, project schedule
for preliminary engineering, right-of-way and construction phases, and project area map and
photos.

Step 3: STA evaluates project proposals with assistance from representatives from STA’s
Screening Committee, approved by the Alternative Modes Committee.

Step 4. The STA Board wil approve Countywide TLC projects based upon the
recommendations provided by a Screening Committee, STA staff, and available funding.

Step 5: Following approval, grant recipients will submit to STA a board-approved resolution
demonstrating commitment to fund and build the project and attend a workshop on project
mmplementation and the federal-aid process. Grant recipients will be required to take the TLC
capital project through the federal-aid process with Caltrans Local Assistance and comply with
STA’s project review process. Funds returned to STA for any reason will be reprogrammed
according to Commission policy.




Agenda Item VI.C
December 1, 2004

DATE: November 22, 2004

TO: SolanoLinks Intercity Transit Consortium
FROM: Daryl K. Halls, Executive Director

RE: Proposed 2005 Legislative Priorities and Platform

Background:
Each year STA updates its legislative platform that serves as a guide for the monitoring of

state and federal legislation that pertains directly to transportation and related issues. The
STA Board adopted Platform and legislative priorities also serve as a guideline for legislative
trips to Sacramento and Washington, DC.

To help ensure the STA’s transportation policies and priorities are consensus based, the
STA’s Legislative Platform and Priorities is first developed in a draft form and then
distributed to members agencies and members of our federal and state legislative delegations
for review and comment prior to adoption by the STA Board. Staff is proposing the STA
TAC, Transit Consortium and Board review the draft Platform and Priorities and distribute
for review and comment in December and then agendize for STA Board adoption in January
2005.

Discussion:

Attached is a proposed draft of the STA’s 2005 Legislative Platform and Priorities.
Recommended additions have been noted in bold italics and recommended deletions with a
strkethrough. Recommended modifications include the following:

1. Legislative Priority #6 — This item has been updated to reflect the approval of
Regional Measure 2 by Bay Area voters in March of 2004 and the proposal by the
Govemor’s in September of 2004 suggesting the possible diversion of RM 2 revenues
to cover the project cost increase of the Bay Bridge.

2. Legislative Priority #7 — This priority has been to support statewide transportation
efforts to advocate against the future suspension of Proposition 42, diverting voter
approved funds dedicated for transportation to the state general fund.

3. Legislative Platform Item I.1. — Staff recommends modifying “Sponsor” to ‘Support.”

4. Legislative Platform Item X.2. — This item has been updated to reflect the passage of

RM2 and the allocation of funds to implement the expanded transit services contained
in RM2, including Solano County Express Bus and Vallejo Baylink Ferry Services.
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Recommendation:
Forward the Proposed STA 2005 Legislative Priorities and Platform to the STA Board with a

recommendation to distribute for 30 day review and comment.

Attachment:
A. Proposed STA 2005 Legislative Priorities and Platform
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ATTACHMENT A

2004 STA LEGISLATIVE PLATFORM

Solano Transportation Authority

Proposed 2005 Legislative Priorities and Platform
(Updated 11/23/04)

LEGISLATIVE PRIORITIES

1.

Monitor and support, as appropriate, legislative proposals to increase
funding for transportation infrastructure.

Oppose efforts to reduce or divert funding from transportation
projects.

Pursue project funding for:

[-80/1-680/SR 12 Interchange *

Jepson Parkway Project*

Vallejo Intermodal Station*

Vallejo Baylink Ferry Service

Fairfield/Vacaville Intermodal Station*

Capitol Corridor Rail Service and track improvements throughout
Solano County

g. Inter-city transit

o A0 o

Support initiatives to pursue the 55% voter threshold for county
transportation infrastructure measures.

Monitor legislative efforts to merge MTC and ABAG governing
boards and their respective responsibilities.

Monitor the progress of the $3 bridge toll, ard support the passage
implementation of Regional Measure 2 scheduledforthe- March-2004
ballet.funded projects, and oppose efforts to divert RM 2 funds from
the RM 2 expenditure plan to cover cost increases on the Bay
Bridge.

Support efforts to prevent the future suspension of Proposition 42,
diverting voter approved funds dedicated for transportation to the
state general fund.

* Federal Priority Projects
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2004 STA LEGISLATIVE PLATFORM

L Air Quality

1. Sponsor Support use of Petroleum Violation Escrow Account (PVEA)
funds for clean fuel projects.

2. Monitor and review approval of the 2004 Ozone Attainment Plan by
EPA.

3. Support legislation, which ensures that any fees imposed to reduce
vehicle miles traveled, or to control mobile source emissions, are used
to support transportation programs that provide congestion relief or
benefit air quality.

4. Monitor legislation providing infrastructure for low, ultra-low and
zero emission vehicles.

5. Monitor and comment on regulations regarding diesel fuel exhaust
particulates and alternative fuels.

6. Support policies that improve the environmental review process to
minimize conflicts between transportation and air quality
requirements.

7. Monitor energy policies and alternative fuel legislation or regulation
that may affect fleet vehicle requirements for mandated use of
alternative fuels.

8. Support legislation to provide funding for innovative,

intelligent/advanced transportation and air quality programs, which
relieve congestion, improve air quality and enhance economic
development.
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2004 STA LEGISLATIVE PLATFORM

11

1II.

.

9. Support legislation to finance cost effective conversion of public
transit fleets to alternative fuels.

10.  Support income tax benefits or incentives that encourage use of
alternative fuel vehicles, van pools and public transit without reducing
existing transportation or air quality funding levels.

Americans with Disabilities Act

1. Encourage new or revised guidelines to provide more flexible ADA
access to trails, bike routes and transit.

Alternative Modes (Bicycles, HOV, Livable Commupnities, Ridesharing)

1. Support legislation promoting bicycling and bicycle facilities as a
commute option.

2. Oppose expanded use of HOV lanes for purposes not related to
congestion relief and air quality improvement.

3. Monttor legislation providing land use incentives in connection with
rail and multimodal transit stations — transit oriented development.

Congestion Management

1. Support administrative or legislative action to ensure consistency
among the Federal congestion management and the State’s
Congestion Management Program requirements.

Employee Relations

1. Monitor legislation and regulations affecting labor relations, employee
rights, benefits, and working conditions. Preserve a balance between
the needs of the employees and the resources of public employers that
have a legal fiduciary responsibility to taxpayers.

2. Monitor any legislation affecting workers compensation that impacts

employee benefits, control of costs, and, in particular, changes that
affect self-insured employers.
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2004 STA LEGISLATIVE PLATFORM

VI. Funding

1.

10.

Protect Solano County’s statutory portions of the state highway and
transit funding programs.

Seek a fair share for Solano County of any state discretionary funding
made available for transportation grants or programs.

Protect State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) from use
for purposes other than those covered in SB 140 of 1997 reforming
transportation planning and programming.

Support state budget and California Transportation Commission
allocation to fully fund projects for Solano County included in the
State Transportation Improvement Program and the Comprehensive
Transportation Plans of the county.

Support transportation initiatives that increase the overall funding
levels for transportation priorities in Solano County.

Advocate for primacy of general transportation infrastructure funding
over high-speed rail project and Bay Area Ferry Authority.

Support measures to restore local government’s property tax revenues
used for general fund purposes, including road rehabilitation and
maintenance.

Seek a fair share for Solano County of any federal funding made
available for transportation programs and projects.

Support legislation to secure adequate budget appropriations for
highway, bus, rail, air quality and mobility programs in Solano
County.

Support efforts to pass a new federal transportation reauthorization

bill that maintains the funding categories and flexibility of TEA 21
and provides a higher level of overall transportation funding.

44 5



2004 STA LEGISLATIVE PLATFORM

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

Support state policies that assure timely allocation of transportation
revenue, including allocations of new funds available to the STIP
process as soon as they are available.

Support legislation or the development of administrative policies to
allow a program credit for local funds spent on accelerating STIP
projects through right-of-way purchases, or environmental and
engineering consultant efforts

Support or seek legislation to assure a dedicated source of funding,
other than the State Highway Account for local street and road
maintenance and repairs.

Monitor the distribution of state transportation demand management
funding.

Oppose any proposal that could reduce Solano County’s opportunity
to recetve transportation funds, including diversion of state
transportation revenues for other purposes. Fund sources include, but
are not limited to, the Petroleum Violation Escrow Account (PVEA),
State Highway Account (SHA), Public Transit Account (PTA), and
Transportation Development Act (TDA) and any ballot initiative.

VI. Liability

1.

Monitor legislation affecting the liability of public entities,
particularly 1n personal injury or other civil wrong legal actions.

VII. Paratransit

l.

In partnership with other affected agencies and local governments
seek additional funding for paratransit operations, including service
for persons with disabilities and senior citizens.

VIII. Project Delivery

1.

Support legislation to encourage the Federal Highway Administration,
Federal Transit Administration, and the Environmental Protection
Agency to reform administrative procedures to expedite federal
review and reduce delays in payments to local agencies and their
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2004 STA LEGISLATIVE PLATFORM

IX  Rail

contractors for transportation project development, right-of-way and
construction activities.

Support legislation and/or administrative reforms to enhance Caltrans

project delivery, such as simultaneous Environmental Impact Report
(EIR) and engineering studies, and a reasonable level of contracting
out of appropriate activities to the private sector.

Support legislation and/or administrative reforms that result in cost
and/or time savings to environmental clearance processes for
transportation construction projects.

Continue to streamline federal application/reporting/monitoring
requirements to ensure efficiency and usefulness of data collected and
climinate unnecessary and/or duplicative requirements.

In partnership with other affected agencies, sponsor making Capitol
Corridor Joint Powers Authority an eligible operator for state transit
assistance with funds to be apportioned to member agencies.

In partnership with other counties located along Capitol Corridor, seek
expanded state commitment for funding passenger rail service,
whether state or locally administered.

Support legislation and/or budgetary actions to assure a fair share of
State revenues of intercity rail (provided by Capitol Corridor) funding
for Northern California and Solano County.

Seek legislation to assure that dedicated state intercity rail funding is
allocated to the regions administering each portion of the system and
assure that funding is distributed on an equitable basis.

Seek funds for the development of intercity, regional and commuter
rail service connecting Solano County to the Bay Area and
Sacramento regions.

Continue to monitor and evaluate the proposed $10 billion High
Speed Rail Bond scheduled for the November 2004 ballot.
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2004 STA LEGISLATIVE PLATFORM

X.  Ferry

1. Protect the existing source of operating support for Vallejo Baylink
ferry service, most specifically the Bridge Tolls—Northern Bridge
Group “1* and 2" Dollar” revenues which provide a 5 percent and 2
percent set aside for transit operations and ferry capital, respectively.

2. AdvoeateforsufficientState Support the implementation of
expanded operating-and-capttal-for Vallejo Baylink ferry and
countywide express bus service funded from the prepesed “3™
Dollar” Bridge Toll (Measure 2) program and oppose proposals to

divert these funds to other purposes than those stipulated in the
expendlture plan for RM 2 —ﬂﬁ—ameﬂﬁ%s—suf—ﬁe}eﬂt—m—efder—te

3. Inaddition to new bridge tolls, work with MTC to generate new
regional transit revenues such as gasoline sales taxes, etc., to support
the ongoing operating and capital needs of transit services, including
bus and ferry and rail.

4. Work with MTC to obtain an increase to the federal Ferryboat
Discretionary (FBD) Funds to provide an annual earmark for the Bay
Area, similar to Washington State and Alaska, with priority given to
existing ferry capital projects.

XI.  Safety

1. Support legislation or administrative procedures to streamline the
process for local agencies to receive funds for road repair from the
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA).

XIl. Transit

l. Protect funding levels for transit by opposing state funding source
reduction without substitution of comparable revenue.
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2004 STA LEGISLATIVE PLATFORM

2.

Support an income tax credit to employers for subsidizing employee
transit passes.

Support tax benefits and/or incentives for transportation demand
management programs and alternative fuel programs to promote the
use of public transit.

In partnership with other transit agencies, seek strategies to assure
public transit receives a fair share of funding for welfare-to-work
social services care, and other community-based programs.

Due to the elimination/reduction of Federal transit operating
subsidies, support legislation to also eliminate or ease Federal

requirements and regulations regarding transit operations.

Support efforts to change Title 23 restrictions on use of toll bridge
funds for operations.
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Agenda Item VI.D
December 1, 2004

DATE: November 11, 2004

TO: SolanoLinks Intercity Transit Consortium
FROM: Mike Duncan, Director for Projects

RE: Small UZA Payback Plan

Background:
The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) provides funding for transit operations and

capital. Large urbanized areas (UZA’s), like San Francisco-Oakland, receive funding
directly from FTA. Small UZA’s receive funding from the State through the Governors
apportionment. In California, 31 small UZA’s (including Fairfield, Vacaville and
Vallejo) receive FTA funding from the Governors apportionment.

Discussion:

At one time, Santa Rosa was a small UZA and received an advance of funds from the
Govemors apportionment. After the 2000 census, Santa Rosa transitioned from a small
UZA to alarge UZA and was no longer eligible to receive funds from the Governors
apportionment. Due to this change in status, Caltrans requested that Santa Rosa City Bus
return $1,490,209 that had been advanced. Santa Rosa City Bus denied Caltrans’ request.

A request by Caltrans to the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) to transfer
the Santa Rosa funds to the State could not be acted on since MTC does not have
responsibility or control of the FTA funds that Santa Rosa currently receives.

In order to recover the $1,490,209 advanced to Santa Rosa, Caltrans has proposed that
the current small UZA’s in the Bay Area (Fairfield, Vacaville, Vallejo, Gilroy, Morgan
Hill; Livermore, Napa and Petaluma) foot the bill over three federal fiscal years starting
with FFY 2004-05. For the Solano County agencies, this “remedial plan” proposed by
Caltrans will result in a loss of $280,051 for Fairfield, $196,858 for Vacaville and
$416,173 for Vallejo, or a total of $893,082 for Solano County agencies to pay a bill for
Santa Rosa (see Attachment A).

MTC has sent a letter to Caltrans strongly opposing this plan and proposing Caltrans
work directly with Santa Rosa City Bus to remedy this situation. STA staff and our MTC
Commissioner, Mayor Jim Spering, are also addressing this issue.

Recommendation:

Recommend the STA Board authorize the Chair forward a letter to Caltrans opposing the
plan to have Solano County transit operators cover the cost of the advance of small UZA
funds to Santa Rosa Transit.

Attachment
A. Caltrans Letter to MTC, September 27, 2004
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ATTACHMENT A

SEP-27-2884 17:41 Caltrans Mass Trans. Dept 916 6549366 P.82/42
mm»gle—B! ISTNIES S, DRANSPOR EA UIUIN Q3307 CHIMRILS LYVIURTISY

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
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SACRAMENTO, CA 942740001 eo Flex your powcr!
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FAX (916) 654-4816
TTY (916) 653-4086

September 27, 2004

Steve Heminger, Executive Director
Metropolitan Transportation Commission
Joseph P. Bort Metro Center

101 Eighth Street

Oakland, CA 94607-4700

Attention: Therese W. McMillan
Dear Mr. Heminger:

Our previous correspondence dated June 16, 2003, requested a refund of the advance of $1,490,209
made 1o the Santa Rosa urbunized area (UZA) when said UZA was included in the Governors
apportionment. Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) responded that it could not make the
transfer without the concurrence of the eligible applicants in the current Santa Rosa UZA. ‘This deficit
adversely impacts all operators i the 31 UZAs in the present Governors apportionment.

Accordingly, the California Department of Transportation (Department) has developed a remedial plan
that is believed to be in the best interest of all impacted transit operators Statewide. The Department
will recover the advanced amount from allocations to the UZAs in the MTC region that are identified
in the Govemors apportionment: Fairfield, Gilroy, Morgan Hill, Livermore, Napa, Petaluma,
Vacaville, and Vallejo. ‘I'he recovery of Federal funds will occur over three federal fiscal years (FFY)
as follows: FEY 2004-2005 and 2005-2006 $ 500,000 will be deducted in each year, and

EFFY 2006-2007 $490,209 will be deducted.

This remedy distributes the repayment over three years to reduce both the fiscal burden in any given
year and the number of impacted transit operators. Should you have questions, please contact
1.a Keda Johnson at (916) 657-4373. '

Sincerely,

GALE AGAWA
Acting Division Chief
Division of Mass Transportation

¢ Kate Miller Metropolitan Transportation Commission

Bryan Albee Sonoma County Transit -
Robert E. Dunlavey City of Santa Rosa

“Celtsuns improves mobility acrasc [y nlg'fnrilia"

TOTAL P.G2
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Attachment 1: Caltrans Proposed Reduction to Recoup
Santa Rosa City Bus Advance
. Estimate FTA 5307 Apportionment
Urbanized Area 152052 55 [FY 2005-06  |FY 2006-07
Caltrans Demand | § 500,0001 % 500000}9% 490209

Vallejo 139,636 139,636 136,901
Fairfield 93,964 93,964 92,124
Vacaville 66,050 66,050 64,757
Napa 56,672 56,672 55,562
Livermore 55,414 55,414 54,328
Gilroy-Morgan Hill 46,892 46,892 45,973
Petaluma 41,373 41,373 40,563

Total $ 500,000[$ 500,000[$ 490,209
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UA 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07
$ % $ % $ %
Vallejo 2,994,128 28%| 3,083,952 28%| 3,176,471 28%
Fairfield 2,014,808 19%{ 2,075,252 19%| 2,137,510 19%
Vacaville | 1,416,281 13%]| 1,458,770 13%} 1,502,533 13%
Napa 1,215,185 11%] 1,251,640 11%] 1,289,189 11%
Livermore| 1,188,201 11%| 1,223,847 11%]| 1,260,562 11%
Gilroy-Mort 1,005,470 9%] 1,035,634 9%} 1,066,703 9%
Petaluma 887,140 8% 913,755 8% 941,167 8%
Total 10,721,214 100%] 11,042,850 100%] 11,374,135 100%|
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Agenda Item VII.A
December 1, 2004

DATE: November 18, 2004

TO: SolanoLinks Intercity Transit Consortium

FROM: Elizabeth Richards, Program Director

RE: Funding for Transit Element of the Comprehensive Transportation Plan

Background:
The Solano County Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP) was originally completed

in May 2002. The CTP is currently being revised to include the results of recently
completed studies such as the I-80/680/780 Major Investment and Corridor Study, the I-
80/680/780 Transit Corridor Study, the Senior and Disabled Transit Study, the County
Pedestrian Plan and the Countywide Transportation for Livable Communities Plan.

The CTP has three primary elements categorized by transportation mode: The Arterials,
Highways and Freeways Element, the Transit Element and the Alternative Modes
Element. The completion of the studies and plans cited above has provided more
comprehensive and current project costs for each of the three elements. Based upon
current estimate, the CTP projects $4.7 billion of transportation needs over the next 25
years, but only $1.3 billion in anticipated revenues, leaving an estimated $3.4 billion
shortfall.

The Transit Element consists of five components:
e Intercity Bus
Intercity Passenger Rail
Ferry Services,
Intercity Transit Service for Senior and Disabled (Paratransit)
Support Systems

At nearly half a billion dollars, the $441 million funding shortfall for the Transit Element
of the CTP is significant. The costs included in the Transit Element include the capital
and operating costs of intercity bus service, train station and track improvements,
commuter rail capital and operating costs, Baylink ferry service capital costs and Senior
and Paratransit capital and operating costs. Transit support facilities, such as the park and
ride lots and high occupancy vehicle lanes, were included in the Alternative Modes
Element and the Arterials/Freeways Element of the CTP, respectively.

Discussion:
Historically, the primary sources of funding for the types of projects identified in the
Transit Element of the CTP are listed below:

e Transportation Development Act (TDA, Article 4/8)
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e State Transit Assistance (STA)

» Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 5307, 5309, 5310 and 5311 funds
» Surface Transportation Program (STP)

¢ Northern Bridge Group Toll Revenue Programs
Regional Transportation Improvement Program (RTIP)
Interregional Transportation Program (ITIP)
Discretionary Ferry Fund

Congestion Management Air Quality (CMAQ)

Air District grants

e Advertising Revenue

e Passenger Fares

All local jurisdictions either operate transit directly or contribute funding to local,
intercity bus, and Paratransit operations. The cities of Vallejo, Benicia, Fairfield,
Vacaville, Dixon, and Rio Vista operate transit, either fixed-route or general public dial-
a-ride service. The City of Suisun City and the County of Solano contribute funding to
fixed route and Paratransit services operated by others. Suisun City partners with
Fairfield as part of Fairfield/Suisun Transit. Nearly all Solano County intercity bus
services are funded by multiple agencies, but Vallejo’s Baylink F erry and the Capitol
Corridor are not.

All transit operators collect passenger fares. The other funding sources are not all
available to all transit operators. They are for specific purposes, locations, and types of
services. This is discussed further later in this staff report.

New funding sources are limited for transit. Some potential sources are listed below and
discussed in Attachment C.

* Regional Measure 2 (RM2)

* Low Income Flexible Transportation/Jobs Access Reverse Commute
(LIFT/JARC)

¢ Transportation for Livable Communities (TLC)

Potential
e TDA —-100% transit (Unmet Transit Needs)
¢ New local funding sources (such as Measure A)

The primary source of bus operating funding (Transportation Development Act funds) is
projected to modestly increase in the near-term. Passenger fares, the next largest revenue
source for bus operating costs, will vary depending upon the level of service that can be
delivered. The level of service delivery will be limited by modest increases in operating
revenue being eclipsed by increasing cost of living, fuel, and other basic operating costs.

The primary source of funding for local, paratransit, taxi scrip, and intercity transit

operations is TDA Article 4/8 funds. Three of the eight local jurisdictions in Solano use
100% of their TDA funds for transit purposes — Vallejo, Fairfield, Benicia; these are the
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three transit operators of intercity transit services. These TDA funds are used for local,
intercity, and Paratransit services.

There is good news for transit funding from TDA. TDA funds are generated from a %
cent statewide sales tax. Solano County is one of the few counties in the Bay Area that
has not seen a significant drop in sales tax revenue and TDA funds in recent years. For
FY04/05, an 8% increase in TDA funds countywide from FY03/04 is projected and is
estimated to generate $13.0m for distribution to the local jurisdictions. Combined with
carryover of $8.8m, there is over $20m for TDA funds for transit and streets and roads
(Attachment A). Each jurisdiction has a specific allocation. Of the over $20m, $14
million will be spent on local, intercity, and Paratransit operating, capital, or planning this
fiscal year (Attachment B). There is projected to be a carryover of $2.4 million into
FY05/06.

TDA is the one funding source all transit operators receive. Passenger fares are another
common funding source. There is a myriad of other potential funding sources (see
Attachment C). However, not all sources of funds are available to all transit operators.

Most Solano operators receive limited amount of State Transit Assistance (STA) funds;
these are distributed through formula allocations based on population and revenue (see
Attachments D and E).

The Federal Transit Administration (FTA) is the source of several funding programs:
5307, 5309, 5310, 5311. Three of these are competitive grant programs and one is via
congressional earmarks. 5307 funds are distributed through formulas based on
population. In Solano County, Benicia, Vallejo, Fairfield, and Vacaville receive these
funds and can use them at a specified ratio for operating costs. 5310 funds Paratransit.
5311 funds transit planning, operating, and capital in rural areas; Dixon and Rio Vista are
eligible for these funds. 5309 funds have subcategories two of which are for fixed
guideway systems and one for bus/bus facilities. The funds are distributed through
Congressional earmarks.

Bridge Toll Revenue Programs target transit service, primarily ferry, that relieves
vehicular trips over the state-owned bridges. The federal Ferry Board Discretionary
(FBD) fund is limited to ferry boats and facilities.

Congestion Management/Air Quality (CMAQ) funds must be used for projects that
reduce air pollution emissions; they have been used for large capital projects such as
intermodal stations. CMAQ funding for eastern Solano County has increased recently.
The criteria for the Air Quality Management Districts’ competitive Transportation Fund
for Clean Air (TFCA) and Clean Air Fund (CAF) grants by the two air districts that cover
Solano make it difficult for transit to successfully compete and are at best a very minor
source of funding.

The major source of new funds is RM2. RM2 will provide significant funding for several
intermodal stations, track improvements, and expanded express bus and ferry services in
Solano County. Smaller new sources of funds may come from MTC’s regionally
competitive Low Income Flexible Transportation (LIFT) grants. To apply for LIFT
grants, projects must be consistent with either a Solano County’s Welfare to Work
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ATTACHMENT A
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ATTACHMENT C

Transit Revenue Sources
Existing, New, and Potential

Passenger Fares:

To maintain eligibility for TDA funds, local transit operators must achieve a farebox
recovery rate of 20% systemwide for fixed route service and 10% for Paratransit service.
The farebox recovery rate is the revenue generated from passenger fares as a percentage
of the total cost of revenue service. Several intercity bus, ferry, and rail services locally
achieve a higher farebox recovery rate.

State Transit Assistance (STA)

STA funding is distributed through MTC by formula allocations. The revenue based
formula funds may be used for transit and paratransit operating assistance, and regional
transit coordination. The population based STA funds may be used for the same purpose
as well as for capital projects.

Federal Transit Administration (FTA):

FTA offers a variety of funding used by local operators: 5307, 5309, 5310, and 5311

. Urbanized areas (UZA) received 5307 funds based on population. For UZAs with over
200,000, the 5307 funds are distributed throughout the UZA; Benicia is in the Bay Area’s
UZA. In contrast, Vallejo is in a separate UZA along with other transit operators such as
Napa. With populations of 50,000 — 200,000, Fairfield and Vacaville are in their own
UZAs and the 5307 funds are distributed directly. These 5307 funds can be used for
operating assistance at a specified ratio of federal to local funds.

FTA 5309 grants fall within three subcategories: new transit projects, fixed guideway
modernizations, and bus/bus facilities. This funding source is very competitive and
grants are in the form of congressional earmarks. Projects must be consistent with the
local Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) and the State Transportation Improvement
Plan (STIP). These funds have been successfully secured for Baylink Ferry facilities.

FTA 5310 funds senior and disabled Paratransit services. These funds have been used to
purchase Solano Paratransit vehicles. As rural transit operators, Dixon and Rio Vista
qualify for 5311 funds for transit planning, operating, and capital. Both of these are
annual competitive programs.

Surface Transportation Program (STP):

Funding from this program can be used for a broad range of capacity, operations, and
mitigation related improvements. STP funds have typically been used for road widening,
rehabilitation, planning, environmental enhancements, studies, and intelligent
transportation systems. Transit capital is eligible and the majority of funding for the
MTC Regional Transit Capital replacement program uses STP funds. However,
discretionary STP funds available in the past to Bay Area counties are no longer available
in T-2030.
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Bridge Toll Programs: Five percent and Two percent:

Regional Measure 1 (RM1) allocated up to three percent of revenues from the then bridge
toll increase for transportation projects that were designed to reduce vehicular traffic
congestion over the state-owned bridges including bicycle facilities and planning,
construction, operation, and acquisition of rapid water transit systems. State law later
amended this to direct MTC to allocate an additional two percent of the revenues from
RM 1 “solely for the planning, construction, operation, and acquisition of rapid water
transit systems”. Subsequent agreements directed that three of the five percent funding
go to ferry operations and the San Francisco Bay Trail and the remaining two percent
revenue go to ferry capital improvements. The funds are divided into two groups:
Southern and Northern Bridge Group. The Northern Bridge Group includes the
Carquinez, Benicia-Martinez, Antioch, and Richmond-San Rafael Bridges. In Solano,
Vallejo’s Baylink Ferry is the only eligible recipient of these funds. In FY04/05, $1.5m
of the Five Percent funds and $558,353 were available for distribution to the Northern
Bridge Group. The Baylink Ferry has been eligible for the five percent funds through
FY04/05; after this fiscal year it must have achieved a 40% farebox recovery ratio (FRR)
to maintain eligibility. If the Baylink Ferry, or other eligible entities (Alameda/Oakland,
Harbor Bay ferries) do not achieve the 40% FRR, then the funds could be diverted to
ferry or bus operations that do meet this performance standard and reduce vehicular
congestion on one of the bridge group corridors. However, at least 40% of the Five
Percent funds must be directed toward ferry operators or capital.

Regional Transportation Improvement Plan (RTIP)

MTC administers these funds regionally. They can be used for a wide variety of
purposes ranging from road rehabilitation, rail extensions and grade separations,
intermodal freight facilities, freeway interchanges and the construction of carpool lanes.
In Solano, they have been used to help fund the Vallejo Station and Intermodal rail
stations (Fairfield/Vacaville, Benicia, and Dixon). Over $100 million have been
allocated annually in the Bay Area and Solano historically secures $10 million per year.

Interregional Transportation Improvement Program (ITIP):

ITIP funds may be used to fund interregional road or rail expansion and intercity rail.
This funding source has been used to fund Capitol Corridor improvements, but is not
expected to be a funding source in the future.

Discretionary Ferry Fund (Section 1207):

The Ferry Board Discretionary Program (FBD) provides special funds for construction of
ferry boards and ferry terminal facilities. This funding source was included in TEA-21
and may or may not continue with the new federal reauthorization. Some of these funds
were secured for the purchase of the third Baylink ferry board and dock improvements.
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Congestion Management Air Quality (CMAQ):

Projects for these funds must be consistent with the air quality implementation plan
prepared by the region’s air quality management district in accordance with the Clean Air
Act. Solano is split into two air districts. CMAQ funds for the western part of the county
are administered by the MTC. Vallgjo transit facilities have received CMAQ funds.

Eastern Solano agencies are eligible for Eastern Solano CMAQ funds. These funds used
to be administered directly from MTC through an agreement with the Sacramento Area
Council of Government (SACOG) who was the federal recipient. In FY03/04, Eastern
CMAQ funds were used to fund the Dixon Intermodal station and other Eastern Solano
agency projects. Each year, STA will work with MTC to program approximately $1.2
million Eastern CMAQ funds.

Air District Grants:

Solano County is split by air districts. The Bay Area Air Quality Management District
(BAAQMD) covers the Vallejo, Benicia, Fairfield, Suisun City and western
unincorporated areas of the County. The Yolo Solano Air Quality Management District
(YSAQMD) covers the Vacaville, Dixon, Rio Vista and eastern unincorporated areas of
the County. Each air district has annual competitive grants programs to distribute vehicle
registration fees collected. Projects must show air quality emissions savings. Transit
projects have received some funding but air districts’ eligibility criteria have made it
increasingly difficult for transit projects to qualify. This has been a very minor source of
funding and expected to remain so, at best, in the future.

Advertising:
Bus interior and exterior space has been used for advertising by some local operators.

Bus shelters, benches and facilities can also be used for advertising. Although not all
transit operators can accommodate all forms of advertising, there are opportunities to
increase this revenue source. Greater advertising efforts by the Baylink Ferry have been
thwarted by San Francisco local ordinances.
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New Revenue Sources:

RM2:

One new source of fund for some of intercity transit services is the recently passed
Regional Measure 2 (RM2). This will provide funds for Vallejo Transit’s intercity
services crossing the Carquinez Bridge, Vallejo’s Baylink Ferry, Fairfield-Suisun
Transit’s Rt. 40 service that crosses the Benicia Bridge as well as several intermodal
facilities and rail improvements.

e Baylink Ferry operating: $ 2.7 m/yr

e Baylink Ferry station: $28.0 m

e Express Bus (I-80): $ 0.85m-$1.8m/yr
e Express Bus (I-680): $ 0.12m-$1.7m/yr
¢ Benicia Intermodal: $ 3.0m

e CCPTA Track Improvemnts:  $ 7.75m

e FF/VV Rail Stn and Track: $17.25m

e Regional Express Bus’ $16.0 m

TOTAL........ $72.00m capital
$ 6.67m/yr — 6.2m/yr operating

Revenue for operating cannot exceed 38% of the total revenue. RM2 Funding for Transit
Support Facilities included in CTP Alternative Modes Element, but not in Transit
Element and funding shortfall.

* Curtola PNR (Vjo): $ 60m
* Fairfield Transportation Center: $ 5.5m
* Vacaville Intermodal Ctr: $ 9.0m

RM2 also directed that a Transit Connectivity study be conducted. This study would
focus on transfer facilities and consistency issues among transit operators including
transit facility information. If a facility is identified as a key facility in the study (to be
completed in 2005) it would be eligible for funding for implementation.

JARC/LIFT:

Another new source of funding for transit is the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission’s (MTC) Low Income Flexible Transportation (LIFT) funding. LIFT
funding is distributed through a regionally competitive process. There have been three
cycles of LIFT grant funds in the past five years. Approximately $2-$3 million dollars
have been made available throughout the Bay Area for projects that may span 2-3 years.
Projects have to address the transit needs of the low-income population as identified
through a County Welfare to Work Plan or city Community Based Transportation Plan.
The amounts awarded to any one project has been limited to $400,000 for the entire three
year funding cycle. Solano has a County Welfare to Work Plan and the City of Dixon has

!'$4m is committed and $12m is being requested from this $16m competitive funding source for North Bay
transit operators.
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a Community Based Transportation Plan (CBTP). Cordelia and Vallejo are the other two
cities in Solano that have been allocated MTC funding to prepare CBTPs.

Regional Transportation for Livable Communities (TLC)/Housing Improvement Program
(HIP):

MTC has reserved $27 million annually in STA, CMAQ, and TE funds for this program
for a total of $54 million in the Second Cycle. Due to the shortfall in STIP funds, only
$36 million will be programmed in the Second Cycle with the balance deferred to the
Third Cycle. Nine of these $36m will be directed to County TLC programs. Projects that
enhance community vitality through bicycle, pedestrian, transit and other related methods
are eligible. Depending upon their location and design, transit facilities may be eligible.
In the recent allocation of TLC funds, the only Solano project to receive TLC funding
was the Sereno Transit Center which is not a project in the CTP’s Transit Element or part
of the transit funding shortfall.

Potential New Revenue

TDA — 100% Transit

As five jurisdictions in Solano do not use 100% of their TDA funds for transit, there is
potential for an increase in TDA funds to be used for transit. This would divert existing
TDA funds from streets and roads purposes. Solano County is the only Bay Area County
that continues to use TDA funds for streets and roads. As a result every year MTC must
conduct an Unmet Transit Needs Hearing to determine that no unreasonable transit needs
are not being met. To date, the STA and the local transit operators have been able to
successfully respond to issues raised through this process thus allowing local jurisdictions
to utilized TDA funds for streets and roads purposes. As Solano develops, this is likely
to become increasingly difficult. However, with the diversion of funds from Proposition
42 that were expected for streets and roads purposes, the need for TDA funds for this
purpose continues and no great shift of TDA funds to transit is projected in the near-term.
In FY04/05, the countywide combined TDA funds to be allocated for streets and roads
purposes is projected to be $1.895 million.

Sales Tax

The recently proposed Measure A included a sizable amount of transit funding over the
next 30 years. It would have nearly funded the senior and disabled transit plan and
provided significant funding for intercity transit services. With these infusions of revenue
into paratransit and intercity services, it would have relieved the demand for TDA
revenue which could have in turn applied to more local transit service. With the defeat of
Measure A, no new local revenue will be generated.

Redevelopment Fees, Developer Impact Fees, Assessment District:

Redevelopment fees could be utilized if a project, such as a transit center, is incorporated
into a redevelopment project. Vallejo has used this strategy for their ferry intermodal
station located in waterfront redevelopment area. A countywide, or local, development
fee could be created and applied as new projects are approved if appropriate; at the
project level a nexus would need to be shown. An Assessment District could created to
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provide a reliable source of funding and distribute the cost to both existing and new
residents and/or businesses.
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Agenda Item VIIL.B
December 1, 2004

DATE: November 22, 2004

TO: SolanoLinks Intercity Transit Consortium
FROM: Daryl Halls, Executive Director

RE: Wrap up of Results of Measure A

Background:

On June 28" the Solano Transportation Improvement Authority (STIA) Board approved
the “Traffic Relief Plan for Solano County” by a 7 to 1 vote and unanimously voted to
approve its distribution to the cities of Benicia, Dixon, Fairfield, Rio Vista, Suisun City,
Vacaville, and Vallejo, and to the Solano County Board of Supervisors for their approval.

Subsequently, the cities of Dixon, Fairfield, Rio Vista, Suisun City, Vacaville and
Vallejo, and the Solano County Board of Supervisors, approved the “Traffic Relief Plan
for Solano County.” On July 28, 2004, the STIA Board confirmed the Plan’s adoption
and adopted the sales tax ordinance for Measure A. On August 3, 2004, the Solano
County Board of Supervisors voted to place the ordinance on the ballot for the November
2, 2004 election.

If approved by 66.67% of Solano County voters, Measure A would have raised an
estimated $1.4 billion over the next 30 years to fund a short list of critical transportation
improvements and programs.

Discussion:

On November 2, 2004, a large turnout of Solano County voters cast their vote in the
general election that featured the Presidential election on the national level and numerous
propositions and state elections at the state level. A total of 150,044 (76.58 %) Solano
County voters cast their vote with 141,060 (72 %) opting to vote on Measure A. Based
on the results available from the Solano County Registrar of Voters, Measure A received
90,115 yes votes (63.89%) and 50,945 no votes (36.12 %), just short (3,925 votes) of the
necessary 2/3 vote for passage.

This marks the second time that Solano County has failed to achieve the required 2/3 vote
for passage of a local transportation sales tax. In 2002, Measure E received 50,914 (60%)
yes votes and 33,828 (39.9%) no votes.

On December 8, 2004, the STIA Board will be provided with a summary wrap up of the
election results by D.J. Smith, Smith & Watts, the consultant that helped guide the
development of the “Traffic Relief Plan for Solano County.” At the meeting, staff will be
seeking direction from the STIA Board regarding next steps in pursuit of a local funding
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source to help alleviate the estimated $3 billion transportation funding shortfall projected
over the next 25 years.

On behalf of the STA Board and staff, I wish to thank all of the members of the STA
TAC and Consortium for assisting the STA staff in development of the projects contained
in the expenditure plan and for working with their elected boards to ensure that Solano
County voters had the opportunity to vote on Measure A.

Recommendation:
Informational.
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Agenda Item VIL.C
December 1, 2004

DATE: November 10, 2004

TO: SolanoLinks Intercity Transit Consortium

FROM: Dan Christians, Assistant Executive Director/Director of
Planning

RE: Final Update - Needs Assessments for Transit Element of Solano

Comprehensive Transportation Plan Update

Background:
The update of the Solano Comprehensive Transportation Plan (CTP) continues to move

forward. In Fall 2003, updated needs assessments were submitted by member
jurisdictions for incorporation into the updated CTP. In spring of 2004, presentations on
the CTP Update were made to each of the City Councils and Board of Supervisors. The
following is a list of tasks completed to date.

1. On June 9, 2004, the Solano County Senior and Disabled Transit Study was
completed and adopted by the STA Board.

2. On July 14, 2004, the I-80/680/780 Transit Corridor Study was completed and
adopted by the STA Board.

3. On September 8, 2004, the Dixon Community Based Transportation Plan was
completed and adopted by the STA Board.

4, The new Rio Vista Transit Study was also completed in Fall 2004.

The Napa Solano Passenger Rail and Contra Costa-Solano rail studies were

completed in 2003.

6. The Oakland to Sacramento (Auburn) Regional Rail Study continues to move
towards completion in early 2005. The data, findings and recommendations from
each of these studies are being incorporated into the updated CTP Transit
Element.

(9]

On September 29, 2004, the STA’s Transit Committee was sent a copy of the Preliminary
Draft of the Updated Transit Element of the CTP dated October 2004 (see Attachment
A). The Transit Committee is expected to meet one more time (tentatively set for
Monday January 31, 2005) to review and make a recommendation to the STA Board on
the final updated Transit Element of the CTP.

Discussion:

In Fall 0f 2003, each of the STA member agencies provided STA with a list of various
transit needs. Those needs are included on page 35 of the October 2004 Draft Transit
Element. Since it has been about a year since those needs were compiled, and because of
all the various countywide and local transit studies listed above have now been
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completed, STA staff would like to give the Transit Consortium members one final
opportunity to review and revise the list of transit needs for their jurisdiction.

Based on the needs listed in the Transit Element as well as the other CTP elements (i.e.
Arterials, Highways and Freeways and Alternative Modes), STA plans to seek federal,
state, regional and local funding to implement many of these projects over the next 25
years. It is assumed that this list will serve at least through the next funding cycles
expected over the next 3 years. This list of needs also assists STA in providing input on
MTC’s Regional Transportation Plan and helps provide the basis for various transit
studies currently in process or planned over the next year or two (i.e. SR 12 Transit
Corridor Study, Transit Consolidation Study and MTC’s Transit Connectivity Study).

STA staff requests that each member agency review the attached Preliminary Draft
Transit Element dated October 2004 and submit any final suggested revisions no later
than the next Transit Consortium meeting scheduled for December 22, 2004.

Recommendation:
Informational.

Attachments:
A. Preliminary Draft CTP Transit Element Update dated October 2004
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ATTACHMENT A

INTERCITY TRANSIT ELEMENT

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Intercity Transit Plan proposes to increase by approximately 50
percent the proportion of transit trips by 2030 assuming there is
adequate funding. Tt does this by expanding the coverage of service,
increasing  frequencies, improving the "quality of service and
enhancing access to the service. Core elements of the plan include
15 mmute frequency peak hour fenry service to San Francisco,
hourly Capitol Corridor passenger rail service and half hour peak
commuter service with more Solano County stations to improve
access and increasing intercity bus services by threefold. New
Sunday service is proposed on at least three key intercity bus routes. |
Improvement to the intercity transit services will need to be
coordinated with improvements to local bus, pedesttian, bicycle and
automobile access (park and ride). Improvements to the freeway and
highway [sssusystem need to consider opportunities to improve
access. These improvements are proposed to increase daily ridership
of intercity transit services from 6,0600 today to approximately |
15,000 by Year 2030.

The Intercity Transit Element of the Solano Comprehensive
Transportation Plan consists of five components:

o Intercity Bus
* Intercity Passenger Rail
e Ferry Services

¢ Intercity Transic Service for Senior and Disabled
(Paratransit)

*  Support Systems

- PURPOSE AND NEED

Lntercity wansit services enhance travel mobility to/ from and within
Sobino County as well as providing increased transportation
capacity. The population of Solano County is projected to increase
Icetit between 2000 and 2030. This suggests a corresponding
increase in the number of intercity commute and other travel. By

2030, ABAG is projecting-an-increase-of 31,000 addiional residents
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INTERCITY TRANSIT ELEMENT
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trips_an_increase in total jobs i Solano Gounty total in Solano
County from 123,210 in 2000 to 204,210 jobs by 2030. However,

by 2030, the number of employed workers is also expected to

increase from 179,517 to 305,500 adding increased pressure on
-already congested roads. Without added investment in intercity
transit - services, regional roadways will become increasingly
congested thereby adversely impacting the quality of life in Solano
County and also its economic vitality. Solano- Gounty’s location
- midway between the Bay Area and Sacramento provides special
opportunities to share transportation costs with neighboring
counties. '

INTERCITY BUS TRANSIT PLAN

ight—Nine public intercity bus routes [siszlare presently
operated by Solano County transit agencies. One route (Route 20)
connects Fairfield- Vacaville, another (Route 30) connects to Davis
and Sacramento, three-two_routes_(Routes 40 and Benicia Route 1)
connect to the Pleasant Hill BART Station, ese two routes (Route

85 and Benicia Route 1) connects to the Vallejo Ferry Terminal and
three routes (Routes 80, 90 & 91) connect to the El Gerrito del

Norte BART Station. Public intercity bus connections to Napa from
Vallejo are -provided by VINE Transit and YoloBus provides
connections to Winters and Davis from Vacaville. No Sunday
service is currently provided on these lines.

The recommended mntercity bus service plan represents a financially
unconstrained vision or blueprint for service. Three intermediate
levels of service or phases were defined reflecting a range of possible
funding resources. Implementation of the service vision would
involve expanded public discussion and input to refine its elements.

LEVELS OF SERVICE
Level New Annual Funding Source
1 $500,000 All local TDA used for transit-
2 $1 million + TDA and growth ~ Sales tax and all TDA
3 $2_million + TDA and growth ales tax and all TDA
4 Unconstrained “vision” Kales tax, RM2 bridge tolls, TDA, etc.
6 Sotano Comprehensive Transportation Plan
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Based on the recently completed I-80/1-680/1-780 Transit Corridor
Study, Nnet increased capital costs (using current fleet as baseline)
associated solely with bus fleet and bus storage and maintenance
facilities would range from a low of $16.3 million for Phase 1 service
levels to $597-$70 million for the Vision service levels over a 2025
year period. These costs are based on $400,000 each for intercity bus
coaches and an allowance of $100,000 per bus for supporting
storage and maintenance facility improvements. Fleet costs are based
ona 13-year useful life for buses, which translates into a full
replacement 4:5- or nearly two times over a 26-year 250-year funding
period. Recognizing that the full implementation of the different
service improvement levels would not likely occur at the outset of
the 26-year 25-year planning program a factor of 0.8 was applied to
the net increased service level to estimate bus fleet purchases. As
some of the proposed 1 intercity bus services link with neighboring
counties, it is logical to consider that Napa, Contra Costa, San
Joaqum Yolo/Sacramento and Marin/Sonoma counties might
partner in funding these services.

INTERCITY PASSENGER RAIL PLAN _
One of the principal passenger rail recommendations for the

Intercity Transit Element is the active support of Capitol Comidor

service upgrades along with improved access for Solano County.

The 10-year Vison Plan of the Fhe-Capitol Corridor Joint Powers
Authority (CCJPA) proposes to expand intercity regional service to
sixteen trains daily i both directions of travel by2008_by 2010,
subject to_availability of additional state funding. The 16-train
frequency would result in almost houdy service. An early objective
was achieved in 2002-03weuld-be-to add a moming train that weuld
gets Solano County commuters to Sacramento before 8:35-8:00 AM
(the current first train now arrives in Sacramento at 7:35 AM).

In addition to more trains, reduced travel times and improved

reliability are important service improvements. These are amongst
the overall objectives and policy actions, which were defined for
intercity transit services. The CCJPA has identified a number of
improvements to reduce travel times and to mmprove schedule
reliability. These improvements in and near Solano County include:

Solano Comprehensive Transportation Plan 73
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INTERCITY TRANSIT ELEMENT

Immediate Projects
o Addition/replacement of a second track for the Yolo

Causeway, (ﬁﬁder—eeﬂst‘ﬂie&e&&f@efﬂaeeeeé—fefeem?ieﬂeﬁ

completed and opened to service in January 2004).

o Upgrade the Bahia Viaduct and industrial siding track
(Benicia)

o Addition of a third track in Dixon

Near-term Period

!;;.. E l.‘ ].S-

e Extend and rehabilitate Tolenas lead track

Vision/Long-term Period

¢ Suisun Bay Bridge Replacement

Potential to increase Solano County ridership of Capitol Comidor
stations is closely related to convenience of access. New stations at
Fairfield/ Vacaville, Benicia and Dixon all look promising. CCJPA
policy 1s to incrementally add stations to the corridor in order to
balance improved passenger access with running speeds Analysis of
Solano County station location eppertunities;opportunities indicated

that the Fairfield/Vacaville site located at Peabody Road offered

good potential for patronage and-and for quick implementation.was
= This station is being advanced first towards

implementation. The Benicia site near Lake Herman Road also
looked pmmlsmg, but alternative sites are bemg considered and will
require more time to implement. The Dixon site appeared to lend
isell most to commuter rail patronage orented towards
Sacramento. All three of these sites are included in the Solano
Gomprehensive Transportation Plan. '

Passenger rail service has advanced significantly in the past twenty-
year period and has the promise to expand to serve new markets
important to Solano County. The Solano_Transportation Authority
and other partnering counties and transit agencies County has
recently completed commuter ral swudies that explored
opportunities to add viable passenger rail services to its intercity
transit network. These feuropportunities include:

e 180 commuter service from Solano County to

QOakland/Richmond BART and Sacramento

o Dixen/Vacaville to Saeramento/Placer Countyservice

75 Solanc Comprehensive Transportation Plan
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e __MNapa/Gilistogato-Vallejo and Suisun Gity-Fairfield service
Bserviceto Napa

Ongoing follow-up work is currendy underway for the proposed
Qaldand/Richmond/Selano—County 1o Sacramento/Placer
Regional sRail service. With the passage of Regional Measure 2 and
the potential for a transportation sales tax measure, the initial phase

of a_commuter il service could commence in Solano County -as

soon as 2007-10.

FERRY TRANSIT PLAN

The City of Vallejo sponsors “Vallejo Baylink” fast ferry service
between the downtown Vallejo waterfront and San Francisco.
‘Currently, the Baylink fleet consists of three—four boatsfsisa),
swothree of which are-will be in daily operation by spring 2005. The
third—fourth vessel will functions as a spare to protect Baylink
schedule reliability, to be rotated into regular service to ensure a
timely repair and preventative maintenance schedule, and to provide
service during unscheduled maintenance and other emergencies.

Y Ao
[ ad

- S Poat-reguiar-daty-service b Cgng—in o SS4].
Vallejo’s Short Range Transit Plan and this Intercity Transit Element
propesespropose the purchase of a fifth vessel, placed in service by |
2007 or 2008. :

Other ferry capital improvement needs includes=-approximately $67:
$3619 million to complete the $520 million Vallejo  Station
intermodal facility at the Vallejo Ferry Terminal, including a
$,4601,200-space parking structure, amenity upgrades, an off-street |
bus transfer facility, and other terminal improvements; and $3
million © complete the Baylink's maintenance facility on Mare
Island. This will include sufficient ovemnight mooring slips, fuel
storage, upgradedand upgraded maintenance. Regional Measure 2

A4 upgraaed
includes $2.7 million of annual subsidy for the Baylink ferry service.

Based on 2002 costs, Baylink’s operating expenses are projectéd to
average $30,000 per typical weekday (current dollars) for four boats

Solano Comprehensive Transportation Plan
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in regular daily service, plus one spare. This calculation projects 20
round trp sailings per day, and an average operating expense of
$750 per vessel revenue hour. If we—wereVallejo was able to
maintain Baylink’s FY 2000-01 farebox recovery of 72%, a daily
operating subsidy of about $8,000 would be needed, therefore, about
$3.0-$3.5 million in annual subsidies would be required for a five
boat scenario. The required subsidy could be higher if fuel prices
escalate, other costs increases, or if fare ratios of 72% cannot be

maintained.

“Due to the fact that Solano County has three unrestricted right-of-

ways to San Francisco and the Central Bay Area including rail, water,
I-80 HOV, Solano should take advantage of all three. In particular, a
strategy of adding buses to supplement San Francisco-Vallejo ferries
should be followed, particularly once four boats are in regular daily
service. Adding buses rather than more ferryboats is far more cost-
effective in terms of both capital and operating costs once the four
beatfour-boat threshold has been reached. Buses can provide the
added flexibility and capacity particularly needed during “the peak of

 the peak” between 6:00 am - 8:00 am. and 4:00 p.m. - 6:00 p.m.

Additional buses can be added easily and cost-effectively if demand
warrants. Vallejo currently uses buses to supplement Baylink ferries

during peak times, and akso to provide service at times when
- .demand does not warrant a ferryboat.

VALLEJO BAYLINK CAPITAL NEEDS 2005-2010

Vessels $1262,000,000
" Maintenance Facility Upgrades $3,000,000
Vallejo Station Intermodal Facility $7645,000,000
TOTAL $7821,000,000
10 77 Solano Comprehensive Transportation Plan
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INTERCITY TRANSIT SERVICE FOR SENIOR AND DISABLED
(PARATRANSIT) :

Intercity paratransit services would be expanded in parallel with

fixed route services. Efforts would be made to shift passengers able

to use the fixed route services onto these more efficient services, in
order to better serve the needs of those passengers unable t6 use the

fully accessible fixed route services. The Solano Transportation

Authority’s “Senior and Disabled Transit Study._for Solano

Countysiss,” s-completed-and-approved: proposes a wide array of

short, medium, and long term projects such as same-day medical
paratransit, service consolidation, and Rio Vista to BART paratransit

service, respectively.

INTERCITY TRANSIT SERVICE SUPPORT SYSTEM PLAN

Access to imtercity transit service will be important to successfully
attracting patronage and enhancing travel mobility in the county.
Presently there are tea-about fifteen existing (sseiformal park-and-
tide lots in the county, one train station and one ferry terminal along
with several transit centers and informal parke-and-ride lots.

The-1-80/1-680/1-780 Transit Corridor Study and the State Route
12 Major Investment Study Interciey—FransitPlan_ proposes to
expand six parkand-ride lots and w add eight new padcand-ride
lots along the I-80 Corridor, two in the I-680 Corridor, three ene in
the I-780 Comidor and two in the Highway 12 Corridor by 2030.
Major expansions are proposed for the Vallejo Ferry Terminal-and
the Curiola park-and-ride lot,_and the Fairfield Transportation
Center. Aside from the investment in the Vallejo Terminal project,
which has already been identified, approximately $5526 million is
estimated to be required to fund these improvements. Costs
associated with improved pedestrian and bus access to interchanges
15 assumed to be included in overall freeway interchange
improvement costs.

* NEXT STEPS

Key to implementing elements of the intercity transit plan is
obtaining the necessaty funding required to cover operating deficits
and to purchase buses, boats and trains and provide supporting
nfrastructure. The most logical sources for this funding are added
Bridge Toll revenues and local “self help” sales tax revenues. Thus,
-in addition to its ongoing efforts to attract federal and state funding
for transportation improvements, Solano County needs to explore
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revenue potentials from bridge tolls and a local sales tax. Public
support will be essential to gain these new revenue sources.

To support these fundmg tequuements E‘\‘e—ﬂﬁpeﬂﬂﬂ{—-geﬂe{’b'-ﬂp

i initiated-by-Selano-Counti-de sion-malessSolano

- v

County decmon-makers have initia recentiv cogpleted ted—or are

urrently conducting five-the smportant follovx@g important -uping

studies. These studies jsis7jare:

‘o 1-80/680/780 Transit Corridor Study mglementauon This
study reviewed the express bus capital and operating needs
along the I-80/680/780 corridors. It recommends
vanous short, medium and_improvements to the current

system and a long range Vision Plan for park and ride
facilities, increased express bus services and expanded
maintenance faciliies. _Completed in 2003-04, _the

lementation of this study will he ram Regional
Measure 2 funds as well as prioritize funds from a local

mnspgxtauon sales tax measuxe [SJSsl——'Haeé%—mmﬁed

. Napa—Solano Rail Swdy - This report documented
significant travel between Napa and Solano Counties. There
is an existing rail corridor that connects the two major
centers, and a rail study would determine potential
patronage, revenues, costs and subsidy levels for such a
service. The STA, the Napa Gounty Transportation Planning
Agency (NCTPA) and MTC have joined together to fund
and manage such a swudy. This Study was completed in 2003
and follow-up work to this study is expected in the future,
beginning with the SR 12 Transit Corridor Study-

* Aubum to Dixon Commuter Rail Study - As noted in this
plan, the Sacramento commute-shed extends well into
Solano County. Placer County has in the past expressed
interest in working with other counties to explore the
potential of passenger rail services operating between

12
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Auburm and Dixon or even Fairfield/ Vacaville. As with the

Napa Study, potential patronage, revenues, costs and subsidy

levels for such a service would-bewas explored._The Phase 1

work for this Smdy was completed in 2003-04. Phase 2 will

be completed as part of the Oakland-Sacrament Regional
- Rail study during 2004-05,

e Oakand 1o Sacramento Regional Rail Swdy (formerd
Solano to BART Commuter Rail Study (SBART) - A
substantial demand for peak period commute travel-exists
and this demand is projected to increase in coming years.
Commuter trains are a high capacity alternative commute
mode, totally segregated from highway congestion problems.
The potential for augmenting Capitol Comidor peak
commute period capacity, providing a linkage to Richmond
BART, Oakland and perhaps even San Jose should-bewas
mvestigate Study-

2003- as part of the Contra Costa-Solano Rail Feasibility

Study, completed in the summer of 2003 and continues to

be investigated as part of the Qaldand - Sacramento Regional
~ Rail Study to be completed in 2005,

o Local Transit Studies — Local transit studies for the Benicia.
Fairfield-Suisun, Rio Vista and Vallejo transit systems are
either currently underway or are expected too be completed
by 2005. These studies will identify critical short term transic
needs for each of these communities and will be important

mput for providing enhanced countywide or subarea

services.

o SR 12 Transit Corndor Study — This studv was authorized by
the STA Board in the fall 2004 with participation by the
SolanoLinks Transit Consortium and the Napa Coun
Transportaion Planning Agency. It will examine and update
the demand for intercity bus service between Rio -Vista-
Sussun City-Fairfield-Napa and identify a proposed schedule,

phasing plan, _institutional arangements _and potential

funding plan to implement the service. The study will be

completed in 2005.
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o __Transit Consolidation and Institutional Feasibility Smudy -
This study will identify various_institutional, financial and

oggmﬂonal optlons for i improving and expanding express

and mtcratv transit servxces throuahout Solano County and

study will require the full patticipation of all Solano transit
operators and communities.

In addition to these broad planning and studies, a number of project
planning and design studies need to be initiated to advance major
projects like the Curtola park-and-ride expansion.

The Transit Consolidation and Institutional Feasxbdmy Swudy is

planned to begin in 2005 after the completion ef-the-of the other

local and regional transit other studies, listed above, are completed

£$01-2004-2005. The growth of Solano County transit operations

" may be exceeding the ability of the current institutional structures to

provide quality service within an appropriate policy and financial
framework. A Transit Consolidation and Institutional Feasibility
Study would provide the opportunity for Solano Gounty
policymakers to discuss and recommend the overall strategic
direction and structure of transit services for the-next-decade future.

14
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INTRODUCTION

Vallejo Transit, Fairfield-Suisun Transit and Benicia Transit
presently operate all of the intercity public bus services in the
county. Collectively these intercity services are referred to and
marketed as SolanoLinks. The focus of the Intercity Transit Element
is on these intercity SolanoLinks bus services along with the ferry,
passenger rail and intercity paratransit services for Solano County.
Local transit services are each addressed by separate individual
locally based planning efforts.

The Intercity Transit Element Report begins with a Statement of
Goals and Objectives along with descriptions of: Forecast Market
Demands for intercity transit services; the Current Institutional
Framework; and Key Planning Issues. Bus, mil, ferry, and
senior/ disabled transit service modes are then descnibed in Chapters
2,3, 4 and 5 respectively. Chapter 6 describes the infrastructure
elements needed to support the Service Plan.

PLAN OVERVIEW

- The recommended plan represents a “vision” or “blueprint” for
intercity trapsit services in 203025. The Plan is not_ financially
constrained. The proposed implementation strategy;—; however, is
closely linked to the availability of funding resources required to
support provision of intercity transit services. Three implementation
phases linked to short term funding resource levels (ie. next 5 years) |
for operating substdies are described for illustrative purposes:

* Full utilization of all current local transit funding resources

e An increment of one million dollars annually in new
operating revenues

e An increment of two million dollars annually in new
operating revenues

The long term unconstrained Vision Plan would the full resources

made available from Regional Measure 2 and a local transportation

-sales tax measure. With these two additional fundine sources, the

- Vision Plan can most likely b‘ev achieved.

The Plan utilizes the high capacity strengths of ferry and rail modes
where possible and uses the flexibility of lower capacity buses to
feed these high capacity modes and to serve travel demands not
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located along rail and ferry corridors. Baylink ferries have capacityto

| serve 36625 passengers per boat trip and Capitol Corridor trains can
serve up to 600 passengers per train. Standard 40 foot long buses
have capacity to serve about 45 or more seated passengers.

GOALS AND OBJECTIVES

One stated goal of the Solano Comprehensive Transportation Plan,
specifically for intercity public transit is:

Develop a Comprehensive Transit System for Buses,
Rail and Ferries to Meet Future Demand

Five objectives have been defined for this transit goal:
A - Convenient Public TransitProvide-intereity

. jective

e Objective B - New ServiceProvide—improved—and—new

O EXHTHAC S

e Objective C - Efficient TransitProvide—efficient—intereity

HicrXTi A Cl

e Objectivvm E -  Environmental  JusticeAddress

Appendix-A-Objective A - Convenient Public Transit:
Provide intercity public transit services with convenient access to
developed areas of the county

| Objective A Policy Actions:

I. _ Provide intercity service coverage with convenient
access for the County’s population

2. Provide basic non-commute oriented 1ntercity services

seven days a week
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3. Provide hours-of-service weekday service coverage as

needed *
4. Meet ADA requirements for fully accessible intercity
services
Solano Comprehensive Transportation Plan 84 17
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Objective B - New Service

Provide improved and new services to maximize usage and

munimize traffic congestion.
Objective B Policy Actions:

1. Maximize intercity patronage
2. Provide reliable service

3. Provide competitive travel times to automobile travel

4. Provide convenient access 1o Intercity service stops

5. Provide comfortable, safe and passenger friendly stop

facilities

6. Provide easy to remember frequent service

7. Define fare policy for easy payment and affordable fares,
ncorporating the new Translink technology and
addressing the needs of low and moderate-income

petsons
8.  Provide a choice of mode in the I-80 and I-680 corridors

9. Support congestion relief objectives

10. _ Set priomnties for new intercity transit and countywide

paratransit services

11. _ Set new mtercity and commuter rail service priorities

Objective C - Efficient Transit

Provide efficient intercity transit services to maximize ridership and
cost effectiveness. :

Objective C Policy Actions:

1.  Proritize capital investment to favor riders per dollar

and coverage equity
2. Mimimize Operating and Maintenance costs per vehicle-

mile, vehicle-hour, passenger and passenger mile served

Balance service supply with passenger demands

4. Coordinate intercity services with other _regional

providers
Encourage use of high-capacity alternative travel modes

6. Provide funding for priotity countywide transit services

18
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Objective D - Multi-modal system |
Integrate intercity services with local transit and other modes to

.provide a seamless multi-modal transportation system.
Objective B Policy Actions:
1. Provide safe and convenient pedestrian access to

Intercity service Stops

2. Provide for bicycle carry on for bus/train/ferry and

bicycle lockers at key stops _

3. Structure service around time transfer hubs/stations to
maximize wansfer opportunities

4.  Configure HOV facilities to be transit accessible and
maximize usage of these facilities

5. Develop countywide HOV system and priorities for
implementation

6. Coordinate Solano County service plan and operations
with other providers in the Region

7. Coordinate passenger information and marketing efforts
~ '8.___Coordinate fare and'trgnsfer policies
9. Study the feasibility of consolidating transit providers in
~ Solano County :

Objective E - Environmental Justice

Address Environmental Justice issues as part of the transit

DI ms.

Obiective E Policy Actions:

1. When improving and expanding various transit services,

the transit operators should address the needs of low
and moderate income persons whenever feasible

2. Support proposals of the SolanoWorks {Welfare-to-
Work) program and community based transportation

plans whenever feasible

Solano Comprehensive Transportation Plan ' 19
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MARKET DEMAND

A brief description of the role intercity transit could play in meeting
these projected mobility needs is presented here as a prologue and
foundation for the recommended intercity transit plan.

Transit Mode Capacities

Transtt is a means to minimize traffic congestion as well as a means
of providing mobility choices. Gapitol Coiridor trains, which each
provide capacity for 600 passengers, can provide the equivalent
transportation capacity of 400 to 500 private automobiles, which
translates into about 20 to 25 percent of a freeway lane capacity.
Four to five trains per hour would provide the equivalent capacity as
an entire freeway lane.

Baylink ferries with capacities of 30025 passengers per boat, could

provide the equivalence of half a freeway lane of capacity with 15
minutel5-minute  headway service. Standard size buses with
capacities of 45 passengers per bus can provide a freeway lane’s
equivalent capacity if operated on one-minute headways. Perhaps -
more importantly these high capacity transit modes can facilitate
significantly improved travel flow conditions. As illustrated by
Galtrans’ ramp metering and metering measutes for the Bay Bridge,
very modest reductions in traffic volume can significantly improve
overall waffic flow. Thus, buses, ferries and trains diverting demand
away from Single Occupant Vehicle (SOV) commuting can provide
substanuial benefits even to those choosing to drive. The ability of
buses to share HOV facilities also helps to increase the person

carrying capacity of freeway facilities.

Figure 1 graphically compares the passenger capacities of trains,
ferries and standard 46-feet40-foot intercity buses. Recognizing that
SOVs carry only one passenger per car, Figure 1 also describes the
capacities of these transit modes with SOV capacities.

Current Transit Usage[ssio

Approximately 6,6000 intercity transit trips are made to or from
Solano County on an average weekday. Approximately 50 percent of
these inter-county transit tnps are made by bus, with 45 percent
made by ferry and the remaining 5 percent made by train (see Figure
2). Another 800 daily intercity wansit trips are made between
communities in Solano County. While this seems like a large
number, it is quite small m comparison to average daily traffic
volumes entering and leaving the county, not to mention the large
number of vehicle tnps traveling between Solano County
communities. Over 300,000 vehicle trips daily cross into/out of

20
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Solano County. Estimating an average of 1.2 persons per vehicle
translates into 360,000 daily person trips of which 6,6000 presently |
use public transit. This daily transit patronage amounts to less than
two percent of the total intercity trips. Since some of the vehicle
 tdps entering and leaving the county are through trips, transit usage

is probably in the two to three percent range. As such, a substantial
.opportunity exists to increase MUCICILY transit usage.

Projected Growth in Travel

Population and employment projections prep:med by the
Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) for Solano County
‘indicate that commute travel to and from the County will continue
to increase. In Year 2000 Solano County was estimated to have
176:750-179,500 residents employed in the workforce. Fifty-four |
percent worked within the -County and 46 percent commuted to
other counties for work. Year 20302530 forecasts that Solano
County will have 3025, 5200 274135 residents working, with 42
+ percent working outside the county. While the percentage of
residents working outside the county is projected to decrease, the
absolute amount increases from 82,000 today to 113,000 1z 2030.
This is a net increase of 31,000 addmonal residents commutmg out
of the county to work.

Figure 3 describes the Year 202630 distribution of jobs for Solano |
County residents. The largest commute destination is projected to

be Contra Costa County (34,60039;200-jobs). Alameda County is |
projected to be the second largest commute destination
(18,10019;709-jobs) and-, Napa San-Erancisco-is the third largest

with 16,80018;565 jobs_and San Francisco evenmallg moving from
thlrd to fourth with 16,700 lobs

. Sacramento and Yolo counties
are also exDected to provide a totl of 15,400 jobs by 2030. Marin
and Sonoma Counties together account for 9,400 and 8,200 jobs

respectively. 7:760-jobs. Percentage-wise the Napa commute market
appears to be growing the fastest according to the ABAG forecasts.
The documented commute market to Sacramento and Yolo counties
appears to understate actual commute activity. Figure 3 also
provides estimates of the number of daily commute trips associated
with these commuters. These estimates assume that only 80 percent
of workers commute to their jobsite on a given day and that each
commuter makes two trips (to work and from work).

Workers commuting into Solano County for work 1n Year 2030 are
described in Figure 4. Most Solano County workers are projected to
be county residents.
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Target Transit Capture

Absent-data-from-the 2000-Censusissit, the-Based on data dfform
the 2000 US. Census, current proportions of peéak commute and
total daily trips made using transit to points outside of Solano
County were estimated by comparing transit patronage data with
MTC tiavel modeling data. The iatent of this comparison was to
identify order of magnitude transit capture relationships.
describes the resulting estimate of transit capture for key long
distance intercity daily travel markets. Not unexpectedly, the San
Francisco capture rate ‘is very high, reflecting the high cost . of
parking, high levels of congestion, relatively concentrated wip
destinations and high level of intercity transit resources focused on
this market. Alameda County also has a relatively high capture rate,
for many of the same reasons (excellent BART linkages, but low
parking costs). Contra Costa County capture rate assessment
focused on the Concord and Walnut Creek destinations. Absence of

parking costs and the dispersed development patter for intercity

transit services results in lower usage rates.

CURRENT INSTITUTIONAL FRAMEWORK

Intercity transit services serving Solano County are provided and
supported by about a dozen key agencies:

e Solano Transportation Authority (STA) and its Solano Napa
Commuter Information (SNCI) program :

o Vallejo Transit (VT)

» Fairfield-Suisun Transit (FST)

e Benicia Transic (BT)

e Vacaville Gty Coach (VOO

¢ Dixon Readi Ride

e Rio Vista Transit

¢ Solano Councy

o Capitol Comidor Joint Powers Authority (CCJPA)

e Amurak

e Metropolitan Traasportation Commission (MTC)
e Caltrans

¢ Greyhound Bus Lines
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In addition to these key agencies, two neighboring counties provide
important intercity connections to Solano County. VINE Transit
and YoloBus provide linkages to Napa and to Winters/Davis
respectively. No intercity public transit services are presently
provided across Highway 37 linking Vallejo and Solano County
communities to Marin and Sonoma counties, other than the
dedicated Capitol Corridor/ Amtrak feeder buses. Similarly; no-direet

County:

~ Table 1 summarizes principal roles for each of the twelve key
agencies identified above. Greyhound Bus Lines operates private
intercity bus services. Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority
operates the intercity passenger rail service and the Gity of Vallejo
 operates the Baylink Ferry service. Vallejo Transit, Fairfield-Suisun
Transit, Benicia Transit, Vacaville City Coach-and Dixon Readi-Ride
provide local feeder bus services in support of intercity transit
services. The STA’s Solano Napa Commuter Information (SNCI)
program and Galtrans are key partners with respect to park-and-ride
facilities. In addition to Solano County, the SNCI program also
serves Napa County. Rio Vista provides. some intercity specialty
transport services. With the exception of Greyhound, all the
agencies are important partners in funding public transit services in
Solano County. The Solano Transportation Authority provides the
forum for coordinating funding, service and marketing interfaces

TABLE 1 - AGENCY RESPONSIBILITY MATRIX

Policy Funding Ferry Rail L(;cal Bus Intercity Paratransit

Bus

STA v v v v

Vallejo v v v v v v

Fairfield-Suisun ¥/ v v v v

Gy

Benicia v v v v

Vacaville v v ‘ v

Dixon v v v
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Solano County
Rio Vista
agrAa
 Amtrak

MIC

Galtrans
Greyhound

NN N N RN

v
v v v
v v %
;/ v *
v
v

v

* Dedicated feeder buses to rail services.

Brief descriptions of the STA and the operators of intercity transit
services in Solano County are provided in this section. Descriptions
of the services that are provided by these pmVIders are presented in

Chapters 2, 3 and 4.

Solano Transportation Authority

The STA was created under a Joint Powers Agreement in 1990 to
act as the Congestion Management Agency (CMA) for Solano
County to program federal, state and regional transportation funds.
Membership is comprised of representatives from the cities of
Benicia, Dixon, Fairfield, Rio Vista, Suisun City, Vacaville and
Vallejo as well as Gounty of Sohno. In addition to programming
requirements, STA is also responsible for countywide transportation
planning and management of Solano Paratransit and intercity bus

Route 30.

The Mission Statement for STA is “to improve the quality of life in
Solano County by delivering transportation projects to ensure
mobility, travel safety, and economic vitality.” Eight goals were

_ established to achieve this Mission Statement:

15.Document transportauon needs from both the local and
countywide perspectives

2:6.Provide safety and operational improvements
3.7.Preserve the existing transportation system
4.8.Reduce congestion and maintain mobility

59.Improve commute options to the Bay Area and Sacramento
regions
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 &10.  Promote transit including intercity bus, rail, and ]

ferries

L OZAL, Promote alternative modes such as caxpoo]mg |

vanpooling, and bicycling

8;12__“_ Encourage Transportation for leable Cbmmumtles i

~ projects

STA coordinated the development of a multimodal compnchcnsive
. transportation plan for Solano County. This Interaty Transit
Element is a core part of this comprehensive planmng effort.

’EXISTING INTERCITY TRANSIT PROVIDERS

City of Valle]o Transit Program

Vallejo’s transit system is administered by the Vallejo Trmspoxtauon
Division, part of the City’s Department of Public Works. The
Transportation Division plans, oversees and controls Vallejo’s ferry,
bus and paratransit services, consistent with City Council-adopted
policies outlined in the Shor-Range Transit Plan (SRTP). The
‘Transportation Division oversees and monitors- operation of the
City’s transit services through contracts with private sector
transportation providers. The Division is also responsible for transit
planning, budgeting, capital project implementation,  regional
coordination, and other activities required to operate the transit
system.

Vallejo operates Vallejo Baylink ferry and bus services to San
Francisco, which is supported by bridge toll revenues. Vallejo
Transit buses provide local service within Vallejo, and regional
express bus service along the I-80 corridor. The cities of Fairfield
and Suisun Gity and the County of Solano provide financial
assistance to Vallejo Transit route 85 through an agreement with
Vallejo. “BartLink” routes 90 and 91 are subsidized through
purchase  of service agreements between Vallejo and
Fairfield/Suisun City and Vacaville, respectively.

Fairfield-Suisun Transit

The Gty of Fairfield, through its Public Works Department,
manages the contracted operation of Fairfield-Suisun Transit System
(FST). Two previously separate city systems were consolidated m
1989 to form one larger system with Faitfield taking the lead role.
The City Transportation Manager, under the direct supervision of
the Director of Public Works, oversees the service and manages the
transit contractor. A full time transit technician and a management
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analyst provide assistance. Suisun City contracts with Fairfield for
operation of the Suisun City routes, and Suisun public works and
planning staff offer recommendations on system operation and fare
policy. Fairfield contracts with MV Transportation to provide both
EST fixed route and paratransit service. FST operates Solano
pParatransit and Route 30 via an agreement with STA. In addition,
FST operates intercity Routes 20 and 40 through an agreement with
the City of Vacaville.

Benicia Transit

sevs-Fi Under an an-interim-agreement that

commenced in Summer 2003, Vallejo Transit currently provides day

to day direction and management of the fixed route and paratransit
transit services_for Benicia Tmns1t, which both are contracted out to

private providers.

The mission statement for Benicia Transit consists of three

‘elements: .

L. The overall purpose of the City of Benicia transit program s
to increase mobility opportunities for all Benicia citizens and

~ aid in improving air quality in the region and reducing
- congestion;
2. As a minimum, the transit program should provide a level of
intracity and intercity service that meets the needs of the
transit dependent in Benicia; and

3. Where economically feasible, commuter-oriented service will
also be offered to encourage use of tramsit as a viable
transportation alternative. Service will be provided to and
from important destination points, including transportation
center locations, such as BART stations and ferry terminals.

Benicia Transit operates intercity service via Interstate 680 from the
Vallejo Ferry Terminal and Benicia to Pleasant Hill BART.

Vacaville City Coach (Intra- Clty)

The Gity of Vacaville, through its Public Wox‘ks Department
manages its contracted transit service operations. This consists of
Vacaville’s fixed route and paratransit operations. Both services limit
their operational area to within the Vacaville City Limnits. Vacaville’s
transit fleet consists of 12 large buses including five fueled by CNG.
Vacaville Gity Coach parters with both Fairfield-Suisun Transit and

Vallejo Transit for the provision of inter-city and commute service.
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-~ Specifically, Vacaville partners with Fairfield-Suisun Transit for their
Route 20, 30 and 40 seﬁ&eemdserwces and with Vallejo for their
Route 91 service.

"Capltol Corridor Jomt Powers. Authonty (CCJPA)

‘The CCJPA was created in 1997 and is comprised of miembers from
. the Placer County Transportation Authority, Sacramento Regional
Transit Agency, BART, Santa Clara Valley Transportation Authority
(VTA), Solano Transportation Authority and the Yolo County
Transportation District. According to the GGJPA Annual Repor,
BART provides staff and administrative management to the CCJPA
including the following day-to-day responsibilities:

* Oversee the day-to-day train operations contained in. the
* Amtiak operating agreement;

e Coordinate with. Amirak to make changes to the current
contract to gain efficiencies that will be used to enhance the
service;

e Manage and administer maintenance as performed by
~ Amtrak of the state owned and other rolling stock assigned
to the Capitol Corridor and San Joaquin Corridor;

e Oversee the deployment of the rolling stock;

o OverseeeOversee the portion of the dedicated feeder bus
system for the Capitol Corridor Service that is contracted to
- private bus operators through the Amtrak contract; and

¢  Coordinate with Caltrans, Amtrak, UPRR, and the Galifornia
Transportation Commission (CTC) and local communities
to develop and implement a capital improvement program to
improve and expand service through track and signal
improvements, station upgrades, rolling stock acquisitions/
renovations, and passenger convenience projects and
amenicies.

By contracting with Amtrak, the CCJPA currently funds 12 daily

‘trains in each direction between the Bay Area and Sacramento.

Amtrak

Amtrak is the. national passenger rail service operator, which plans
and provides passenger rail services of national interest. Because
Amtrak has statutory authority to operate passenger service over the
lines of private freight railroads, Amtrak is the vehicle used by states
- and local agencies that wish to supplement Amtrak’s national service
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trains ‘with comdor trains such as those supported by Caltrans and
the CCJPA. Subject to negotiation with the affected railroad, Amtrak
can increase or decrease the level ‘of service provided over each
route, and to determine where stations are to be served. Amtrak also
negotiates with the railroads on behalf of state or local agencies that
fund corridor services. Amtrak, by virtue of operating national
services -and having an in-place administrative system, trained
operating crews, and maintenance and service facilities throughout
the nation, is also in a good position to be the contract operator of
state or locally funded services.

Summary

A number of different intercity transit services are provided to
Solano County in order to efficiently serve the individual needs of
different local and regional wavel markets. A high degree of
coordination is evidenced between agencies from the perspective of
providing these services. It is very important that these coordination

efforts are also apparent to the transit consumer.

PRESENT IMPROVEMENT PLANS AND KEY PLANNING

ISSUES

Transportation is very important to Solano County and numerous
local and regional planning efforts relate to and influence Solano’s
Comprehensive Transportation Plan. These planning efforts were
reviewed to integrate key recommendations into the Comprehensive
Transportation Plan and to identify major unresolved planning
issues. Highlighted plans include:
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The Regional Transportation Plan is being updated in 2004-05 and is
is called the “Transportation 2030 Plan.” Both a fiscally constrained
Track 1 and an wlnconstrained Ccomponent called the “Big Tent”
are being developed and will refine and update-replace the previous

2001 Track 1 and Bluepnint plans.
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MTC Express Bus Plan

The STA, Vallejo Transit and Fairfield-Suisun - Transit submitted
four Solno County oriented Express Bus proposals - for
consideration in the MTC Express Bus Plan. The I-80, 1-680 and I-
780 corridors were all identified for service. These proposals. for
express bus services linking BART stations in Contra Costa County

‘were submitted Aprl-36;,—2001——during 2001-02. fFunding

1 opportunities wereas explored, and implementations scheduled for

200352003 and beyond. A key issue will be how to fund the

operating subsidies. ~The-propesed-Approved by voters on march 2,
)—to-be-voted on-at-the March 2.

2004, Regional Measure 2 (RM2);

1 2994—Geﬂeﬁal—E4eee16ﬂ—weuld'prdvides 2 $3.4 million @ lof atmuai

operations funds for various North Bay express bus routes and is

expected to_provide the major funds for the regional express bus
program including express bus services for Solano County residents

and employees.

HOV Facilities Plans

| Gusrent Future medium term plans to provide for High Occupancy
- Vehicle (HOV) hanes in Solano County call for the addition of

center median lanes between I-680 near Cordelia o I- 505 in
Vacaville and on I-80 between the Al Z Garquinez Bridee) and

SR 37. Caltrans willis-eusrently developing a Project Study Report

| (PSR) for this project segment. Future HOV hines are alse proposed

on the Carquinez and Benicia Bridges. The

| swestbound -westbound 1-80 link between the Carquinez Bridge

andse Highway 4 in Contra Costa County is included in current
proposed projects for State funding. STA has also proposed future
long range HOV lanes on 1-80-and/er1-680.

Vallejo Transit

The FY 1999/2008 Short Range Transit Plan (SRTP) proposes to:

* Purchase over-the-road coaches to replace aging transic
buses for express services

* Rehabilitate the M/V Jet Gat Express (ferry) (already
completed)
* Improve San Francisco ferry terminals {completed)

o Fund'a fourth fast ferryboat, allowing three in daily service
plus a spare (completed)

e Construct Intermodal Ferry Terminal Facility

30
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e Establish a permanent maintenance facility for the Baylink
e Increase capacity of the Gurola park-and-ride facility

e Construct an off-street bus transit center to replace the
current on-street Sereno Transit Center {completed)

Vallejo Baylink Ferry Service

The City of Vallejo’s highest priority transit capital project is
construction of the proposed $5235 million “Vallejo Station” project
adjacent to the Vallejo Ferry Terminal So far, $186 about $45
million in fedeml, state, and local funds has been secured for the
.. project with assistance from the Solano Transportation Authority as

well as state and federal leg1513tors and Regional Measure 2 ($28
million).

Vallejo Station will support Vallejo’s highly successful Baylink fast
ferries and express buses, regional BartLink express buses, and other

express bus setvices by providing 466-1,200 off-street, structured

: spaces for transit patrons. Improved operating facilities for
v'-reglonal and local bus service will be provided, plus major amenity
‘improvements for regional and local bus riders ncluding improved
weather protection, upgraded lighting, transit information setvices,
fare media sales, and upgraded safety and security. Other Vallejo
Station features include roadway access improvements, bicycle
facilities, and improved pedestran access between downtown
Vallejo, the Ferry Terminal, and the watedront.

By 2010, the Vallejo SRTP Strategic Vision projects that “Vallejo
Baylink” ferries and supplemental buses will carry about 5,000 daily
commuters and day travelers, with Baylink ferry feeder buses carry
600-700 daily passengers. A fleet of express coaches will also
connect Vallejo and Solano County to key BART stations, serving
about 4,000 daily commuter and other trips. Buses would run at least
every 15 minutes on each route during rush hours, every 30 minutes
during midday and hourly at other times. The intermodal facility will
be required before four boats are operated in regular daily service. In
the latter years of the SRTP planning period, expansion of the bus
maintenance facility is also envisioned.

The acquisition of a fourth Baylink fast ferryboat ts—eaﬂ%ﬁtly—was
funded and —and-initially-placed-into-service-and received in the
summer of 2004. This vessel ts—expeeted—towill enter service m

sprng-mid-2005midfuly—, spring 2005 when three boats will be
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regular daily operation. The Aadditional operating subsides will-be

needed to support a three boat operation is expected to be provided

from Reglonal Measure 2 (RM2) funds—lﬂ—addiaeﬂ,—llal-leje—has

prov1de the necessary camtal and operating to Drowde for the fou:th
boat to be placed in rezular daily operation, would require another

ﬁmdmg source such as a k)cal transportation measure.

Ferry Service to Benicia- :
Benicia has studied and favors ferry service directly to Benicia.

Because a significant proportion of current Vallejo ferry riders (10-
15%) are Benicia residents, there is concem that Benicia ferry service
could be competitive rather than compatible with the Vallejo ferry
service. Previous studies of Benicia ferry service propose a joint
Martinez-Benicia ferry service to San Francisco, rather than two
individual routes from the neatby cities located across Carquinez
Straits. More refined analysis is required to determine whether there
is sufficient demand and support for such a route. The

established-Bay Area Water Transit Authority has embarked on a
region-wide planning study, which will assess the need for new and

expanded ferry services.

Fairfield-Suisun Transit (FST)
The FST Fiscal Year 2000/01 Short-Range Transit Plan identifies

nine planning emphasis areas and issues:

1. Need for more frequent local service (30 minute headways)
2. Need for 30 minute service on Route 20 to Vacaville

3. Development of the Fairfield Transportation Center and
associated route restructuring plans

4. Development of bus transfer facility in the North Texas
Street Comidor

5. Service to developing areas of the community - Rancho
Solanogssiy, Rolling Hills and Solano Business Park

6. Expansion of Route 40 to Walnut Creek BART Station,
possibly with service to Benicia Industrial Park

7. Possible service expansion between Faiifield and Sacramento
area destinations

32
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8. Possible implementation of Express Bus Service Concept
- wath service to Benicia Industrial Park

9. Need for increase in driver wages

The Fairfield Tmnspottatidn- Center (item # 3) was opened in 2001

with 400 parking spaces and has proven very successful,_A 200234
space Phase 2 expansion to the Center is under construction and

“expected to be completed by Summer- the end of 2004ss131.

Benicia Transit |

Discussion has been ongoing to transfer the operation of the Vallejo
Ferry Terminal to Pleasant Hill BART station intercity bus service to
Vallejo Transit. Development—Planning and site selection of an
Intermodal Transportation Center near Lake Herman Road, as a

fist phase towards establishment of a passenger rail station is-

progressing. New bus service to the Benicia Industrial Park is also
being considered. .

Capitol Corridor Joint Powers Authority _

-Qurrent plans are to maintain 12 wains during 2003/2004 through
: ins—during—2004/2005. Improvement plans and. issues
include re-installation of the second track on the Yolo Causeway
section (funded-and-under-econstructioncompleted), construction of
some third track segments between Benicia and Davis to facilitate
mixed freight and passenger operations, and upgrade-and improve
the Bahia Viaduet-industrial sidings in Benicia for increased speeds
and strategies to minimize delays at the UPRR crossing of the straits.
The 20024 Sute Transportation Improvement Program (STIP)

includes $2.3 mullion in state funding and Regional Measure 2 will
provide about $7.5 million to fund the Bahia ce-siding track

improvements.

Other Passenger Rail Studies

Several new—commuter rail studies were completed—initiated in
2002/2003 and are continuing through 2004-05. Among these is the
possible establishment of commuter rail services in the Sacramento
Region overlaid on the Capitol Corridor services. Solano, Placer, and
Yolo Counties, SACOG and Sacramento Regional Transit are
participating in a track capacity study to determine the operational
feasibility of commuter rail service between Aubum/ Sacramento
Davis, and-Dixon, Fairfield-Vacaville, Suisun City, Benicia, Martinez
Richmond BART', and Oakland-{Davisis~ i des-e
Dixen). It is possible that such a service could be up and running in
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five years if local funding for capital and operating expenses can be

found.

In_2003, Tthe STA, the Napa County Transportation Planning
Agency (NCTPA) and MTC completedhave-funded a passenger rail
study for new setvice between Napa and Vallejo and the Jameson
Canyon (State Highway 12 corridor) service connecting to Fairfield

and Suisun City.

% I [ ]c q} - S .« e - K g —& S
Fﬁﬁcm%ayﬂeﬁdeﬂﬁﬁed—ﬂ%&ﬂeed—ferﬂdéﬁeﬁ&eemutefm
service-from-Selane-to-San-Jose-in-a-1994-planning-study—These
efforts-have-notadvanced-further

North Bay (Highway 37) Corridor Study

The 1998 planning study for this cotridor did not find any
transportation alternatives that could effectively substitute for
automobiles and trucks for this corridor. However, it recommends
that subsequent planning for the corridor should re-evaluate the
conclusions reached in light of any new information that becomes

available. Average daily traffic volumes were estimatéd to increase

from base year 1996 volumes of 26,830 to Yedr 2015 volumes of

- 35,800 vehicle trips. Ttis-difficult-to-see-hew-a A corridor with these

demand levels eventually will need to be is-not-served by public
transit. A key question is where are these trips going to/from? Are
these Mare Island and Solano County trips or longer distance
through trips from Marin/Sonoma to Sacramento? Also to what
extent would Mare Island employment development require intercity
bus services?

Interstate-80/Interstate-680/Interstate 780 Corridor
Study
In July 2004, STA is—leading—a—phaning—completed a Major

Investment and Corridor sStudy to determine how to upgrade
highway facilities in these critical corridors. Integration of HQV
lanes and express bus services into these plans wd{—be—was an

unpor(nnt part of the studg Y

sueh—ﬁaeﬂr&@e—m—ﬂaeﬂfee—mferstate—eefﬁdm

State Route 12 Major Investment Study

In 2001, the STA completed the SR 12 Major Investment Study on
the portion of SR 12 from I-80 to Rio Vista Bridge. It examined
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various alternative packages to improve the comidor including
roadway capacity, safety, transit and ridesharing proposals.

MTC Lifeline Service Program

‘The Metropolitan Transportation Commission is proposing the
establishment of “lifeline” transportation services in the region. For
Solano County this would involve slight expansion of coverage and
substantial increase in service hours. Off-peak service could possibly
involve use of small sized transit vehicles.

TRANSIT NEEDS BY JURISDICTION

In the Fall of 20030, as part of the overall CTP update process the |
STA conducted a “Needs Analysis.” The following transit needs.
were identified by each of the STA member jurisdictions:

TRANSIT NEEDS BY JURISDICTION

-Beénicia: * Expand express bus service

« Construct Benicia Multi-modal Rail Station = Construct N. Tegas Bus Transfer Facility
* Improve or replace bus shelters =_Provide change ¢f mode facilities
= Construct transfer facilities Rio Vista: '

= Improve schedules )
= More joint bus operations Construct Fenry Dock

= Increased marketing =1 rovi<_ie ingerm transit centers for E fixed
= Increase service and routes wmtercity routes to BART and Rail

= Ferry service = Intra-city _shuttlelbus

Dixon: Solano County:
* Dixon Multimodal Rail Station/Transportation = Solano P support
Center « More joint bus operations
* Increased operating hours « Increased marketing
»_Increase rolling stock * Subsidized paratfansit taxi service
* Increase personnel = Fixed routes in ynincorporated areas

* Additional intercity express bus routes

* Transition to fixed route system Suisun City:
* Improve and prgvide additional bus shelters
Fairfield: ’ = Provide express bus from Iawler Ranch
« Fairfield/ Vacaville Multi- modal Rail Station = Expanded exprets bus service-to-mil station
* Expand Fairfield Transportation Center « Addisienal Provide direct bus connections to rail
= Acquire Land and Develop Transit Operations © station
Center .
Vacaville:

» Commuter Information Systerms (GPS) « Vacaville Bus [Terminal and Transfer Facility

= ADA Access at bus facilities {Downtown) [

= Expand local bus service * Timed Transfer . taﬁon near Ulags Center
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* New Transit Yard
= More joint bus operations
= Expand local bus service

= Additonal transit vehicles and commuter buses

* Improve Security
« Increase Bus Routes
" Vallejo:
= Vallejo Ferry Terminal Intermodal Terininal
= Vallejo Ferry Terminal Parking Structure
« New ferries (3rd and 4th vessels)
« Upgrade/expand maintenance facilities
* Vallejo SRTP transit capital program
« Vallejo SRTP operating revenues

« Expand mglonal and local bus service

= Expand paratransit

= Improve Mare Island maintenance facilities
= Upgrade Sereno Bus Transfer Facility

= Upgrade Yok & Marin Bus Transfer Facility

= Vallejo Station Intermodal Parking and transfer

cemer
*« Provide evening and weekend bus service
« Expand Gapitol Comidor rail service
« Napa Valley rail service to Ferry Terminal
= Vallejo-Fairfield rail service
* Mare Island Bus Service Phase 1 and 2

36
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'SUMMARY

Solano County is a fast changing community located midway
between two of the most important regions in the world, the San
Francisco Bay Area and the capital city of Sacramento. Intercity
travel needs include those trips w1thm Solano Countyas Well as tnps
10 neighboring regions. b wo-i gions
of-the-stateprovidelts locauon between two un;@rtant _rggmns of
the state provides strategic oppottunities to upgtade mteraty public

~ transit services. Keylssucs include:

e What will be the market/community needs for intercity
public transit services in the near and distant future?

e What is the best balance between mtercity bus, intercity rail
and ferry services? Local bus service?

e Bus mil and feny services oriented to San Francisco are
booming — what is the best balance for services oriented to
‘Sacramento and intra-county travel?

‘e How many rail stations are warranted in Solano County and
how should their implementation be phased?

‘e Will the increase in rail service frequency ultimately lead to
-the need for local stop commuter rail to complement higher
speed long distance Capitol Corridor train service?

e What is the best strategy to integrate mntercity transit services
into the County and State comprehensive transportation
- plans?
e  What is the best organizational framewotk to provide future
intercity transit services?
e What passenger intermodal  terminals,  vehicle,

. maintenance/storage facility needs might be requlred o
support successful service?

. What funding is required to support these services and how
‘might they be funded?
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INTERCITY BUS SERVICES

Descriptions of current bus services are provided in this Chapter
followed by a description of the recommended bus component of
the intercity plan and its implementation strategy.

EXISTING BUS SERVICES

A brief summary of key service features for each of the intercity

transit operators is provided in this section. Figure 6 shows the

present publicly provided SolanoLinks intercity bus routes serving

‘Solano County, along with the passenger rail corridor.

Overallissi4), the SolanoLinks bus services, the Capitol Cottidor

~ passenger rail service, and the Baylink ferry service are estimated to

serve approximately 6,6000 daily passenger trips on an average
weekday. Capitol Corridor service carries about 300 daily riders from

Solano’s only rail station, located at Suisun City. The Baylink ferry
_service carries about 2,800 daily riders. Vallejo Transit serves about

2,300 trips to/from the County on Routes 80, 90 and 91. Fairfield-
Suisun Transit carties about 150 trips to/from the County on
Routes 30 and 40 and Benicia Transit is estimated to carty 400 daily
tidets to/from Solano County on an average weekday.

As such, the Capitol Corridor serves approximately 5 percent of
intercity ‘transit trips to points outside Solano County, and the
Baylink ferry serves about 45 percent with the remaining 50 petcent
served by intercity bus services. ' ' '

{-80/1-680/1-780 Transit Corridor Study

The 1-80/1-680/1-780 Transit Corridor Study Final Report, prepared
by Wilbur Smith Associates in 2003-04, provides an .analysis of
existing transit services and transit demand, and implementation

| plans for the County’s intercity express bus services and auxiliary

facility improvements. Solano County has a need to develop a short

and _long-range multi-modal transportation plan for the 1-80/I-

680/1-780 Transit Corridor to accommodate projected growth
through 2030.

Along with an analysis of intercity bus services, the report reviewsed

existing park and ride facilities, transit centers, rail services, corridor
express bus service plans, and ferry terminal routes.
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The Transit Cormridor Swudy recommends ten actions for
~ implementation. The recommended actions are as follows:

= Incorporate the 1-80/1/-680/1-780 Transit Corridor
Study Plan into this Update of the Solano (bugg[

Comprehensive Tmnspg:tanon Plan;
= Fund and m:;plement the fnst five year pro1ects

with particular attention to rght of way protection
for park and ride facilities);

= Develop an annual and multi-vear funding agreement

(Memorandum of Understan@g MOU) for

mtercgy tI'&IlSIII SCIVICCS,

= Fund and conduct a_Transit Consolidation Study.

which includes bus mamtenance and storage yard

lSSlIeS

Seek fundmg through Reggonal Measure 2 and local
sales—tax —transportation measure to implement

elements of the Plan;

= Work with Galtrans and Contra Costa County to
provide a continuous eastbound HOV facility on

1-80 by eliminating the short gap approaching the
Carquinez Bridge;

= Work with Giltrans to provide a southbound HOV

approach to the Benicia Bridge and across the span;

= Coordinate with ongoing planning of Segment 1 with

respect to_opportunities t0_add direct at
Abermnathy Road should stdies show the overpass
must be rebuilt;

* _Coordinate with BART to upgrade the del None
shelter for Vallejo Transit passengers. including

provision of real time passenger information at the
shelter; and

Solano Compreﬁensive Transportation Plan
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STA'1-80/680/780 TRANSIT CORRIDOR STUDY

{ Legend
~— El Cerrito-Del Norte BART Bus Routes
A - Vallejo Ferry Terminal
8 - Severus Drive
C- Downtown Benicla
D - Highway 12 Walters Road
E - Vacaville intermodal Center {New)

Valiejo Ferry T
F- Solano Mati
G - Sacramente
H - Benicia Indksstrial Park

e Pleasant Hill & Walnut Creck BARTs
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INTERCITY TRANSIT ELEMENT

= Initiate a multi-modal corridor study for State Route
12 (in coordination with Districts 4 and 10, and
Napa and San Ioaaum Counttes)

Vallejo Transit Bus Service

Vallejo Transit operates four regional bus services. Two other bus

routes, the 92 and 100 were recently discontinued due in large part

| to capacity constraints fssision the Baylink ferry service. The four

current regional bus lines operated by Vallejo Transit are:

¢ Route 80, Vallejo to El Cemito del Norte BART

e Route 85, Fairfield and Suisun City to Vallejo via Solano
College

e Route 90, Faitfield and Suisun Gity to El Cerrito del Norte
BART :

e Route 91, Vacaville to El Cerrito del Norte BART

Route 80 is the original BARTLink service, and connects downtown
Vallejo (near the Ferry Terminal) with the del Norte BART station.
Some moming peak period trips onginate north of downtown

‘Vallejo. Service is provided Monday through Saturday. On

weekdays, the first trp departs Vallejo at 4:1536 a.m. and the last
return trip leaves BART at 11:00 p.m. Service is provided every eight
to fifteen ten minutes dunng the peak, and every 30 minutes in the
midday. On Saturdays, service is prov1ded every 30 minutes. Travel
time from Vallejo to del Norte BART using the I-80 HOV lanes is

about 25 minutes.

Route 85 links Valle;o and Fairfield, via the Solano Community
College. Service is provided Monday through Saturday. On
weekdays, the first trip departs at 6:33 a.m. from Fairfield and 5:35
am. from Vallejo. Moming peak period commute ‘service operates
on 30-minute frequencies and service continues at houry
frequencies undl 930 p.m. from Vallejo and 10330 p.m. from
Fairfield. On Saturday momings, service starts one hour later. All
trips connect with the Vallejo Ferry Terminal and with Route 80.
Travel time from Vallejo to Fairfield is about 55 minutes.

Route 90 links Fairfield and Suisun City with the El Cerrito del
Norte BART Stuation. Service is provided weekdays only at 60-

Solano Comprehensive Transportation Plan
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 minute service frequencxes with additional service in the peak
periods (15 t 20 minute frequencies). First trip departs at 5:00 a.m.,
with the last trip recuming at 9:00-7:30 p.m. from BART. Travel time l
from Fajrﬁeld to BART is about 40 minutes. Fairfield—Suisun
Transit covers all subsidy needs for Route 90.

Route 91 provides three four moming trips ¢e from Vacaville, and |
four evening trips returmn from BART to Vacaville: There is no
‘midday or weekend service. First trip departs at 5:00a.m., with the
last trip retuming at about 6:50 8:15 p-m. from BART. Travel time
from Vacaville to BART is about 55 miriutes.

Solano Com;ffehensive Transportation Plan 109 . 41
October 2004 DRAFT



INTERCITY TRANSIT ELEMENT

VALLEJO TRANSIT ROUTES 80, 85, AND 90/91

Vallejo Transit Route 80
Deily- Annual Hours 67519301
DailyAnnual Cost (@-$48.$76.92/hour) $3;246 $1.484.589
Daily Annual Passengers {veekdays) 1824 444,821
Daily-Annual Revenue (@-$1-62- $2.04 pel $2.955 $908,828
passenger)
Daily-Annual Deficit $285 $575 761

- Farebox Recovery 88% 61%

net-of fares
'Vallejo Transit Route 85
Baily-Annual Houss 38011526
‘DailyAnnual Cost (@-$48.$59.04/ hous) $4,824 $680.466
Daily Annual Passengers {weekdays) 509 147,554
DailyAnnual Revenue (@—$1—52—_$&lpe1 $774 $261,548
passenger)
Daily Annual Deficit $1,650 $481.918
Farebox Recovery 48% 38%
_ . e
Valleio‘ Transit Route 90/91
Patly-Annual Hours 260 9,300
Doaily-Annual Cost (@-$48.$82.28/hour $1,:248 $765242
Baily Annual Passengers {weekdays) 450 136,895
Daily Annual Revenue (@-$1-62- $2.50 pe $8#$342‘189
passenger)
Daily Annual Deficic $374.$423,053
Farebox Recovery 69% 45%
Solano Comprehensive Transportation Plan
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net-of fares
- Vallejo Transit Route 91
 Annual Cost (@ -$_91.90/ hour M&Z
Annual Pass’egggxs 51,989
Annual Revenue (@3$2.44 per passenge &Q@Qfﬁ
Annual Deficit 125714
Farebox Recovery 50%

Patronage Characteristics

On a typical weekday, Vallejo Traosit’s intercity routes carry
approximately 2,783-2,685 passengers. Route 80 from Vallejo to del
Norte BART carries the most (1,454 1,824) with Route 85 carrying
482 509 passengers and Routes 90 and/. 91 cartying 543 and 206 456

passengers _respectively.

Equipment and Support Facilities

Vallejo Transit operates from an extensive and modem maintenance
facility located in north Vallejo. This city owned five-acre facility
currently ean accommodates 63 buses, although it was ougmally
designed for 48 vehicles.

Atotal of 16 vehicles are assigned to these intercity services (nine on
Route 80, two on Route 85, and five on Routes 90/91). All vehicles
are standard transit coaches (generally buses with udlitarian seats,
hard floors, standing room, and several doors), as opposed to more
comfortable over-the-road coaches (generally intercity-like buses
which have larger, more comfortable seats, less standing room, and a
quieter ride), which are used by Golden Gate Transit and recently
AC Transit for long-haul express bus services. Buses for express
routes 85, 90 and 91 enter and leave service each day from Fairfield
and Vacaville terminals. The distance between the Valle;o Transit
bus storage yard and Route 85 and 90 service portal is about 16
miles. The distance between Route 91’s service portal and the
Vallejo Transit storage yard is about 24 miles. At average speeds of
- 55 mph it requires 18 minutes each day to put a bus into service for
Routes 85 and 91 and 25 minutes each day to put a bus into service

Solano Comprehensive Transportation Plan 111
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INTERCITY TRANSIT ELENENT

R

for Route 90. These are unproductive hours during which no

- passengers are served. At $48 per bus hour, each route 85 and 90

bus costs approximately $30 per day and each route 91 bus about
$40 daily to introduce and remove from service. :

Passenger facilities are generally good, with ongoing planning for

" additional improvements. At the El Cerrito del Norte BART Station,

buses use the improved bus waiting areas. Thete is good signage and
adequate passenger shelter. The Curtola parkand-ride facility’s 450
auto spaces are often full by 7 am. The City of Vallejo is in the
process of developing a major improvement to the ferry terminal.
This $35-$52 million “Vallejo Station” project would provide 4,400
1,200 parking spaces and enhanced bus transfer facilities. '

Solano Comprehensive Transportation Plan
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Policies :
‘As a multi-modal operator, Vallejo has several key ob)ecuves as

“outlined in the systems Shott Range Transit Plan (SRTP). These
five objectives are:

Control the opemting budget

Increase system productivity
: Implement effective marketing

Focus expansion on high demand and high farebox return
Undertake efforts to obtain new funding sources

AN S I S

A series of actions are anticipated in the SRTP to achieve
compliance with the five objectives. These action items include:

o Competitive procurement of transit services

o Targeted patronage objectives (for example, 809,000 annual
Baylink passengers)

e Maintenance and facility upgmdes

o Purchase of new vehicles and vessels

Fares and transfers vary according to distance. The following is a
matrix of adult fares:

VALLEJO TRANSIT ADULT BUS FARE MATRIX

Between V¥ Vacaville Fairfield BART
and » Cash/10 ride Cash/10-ride/ Cash/10 ride/
Monthly Monthly
Vallejo — $3.500-/ $3.508 /
$230/$77 $230/$77
Vacaville — — $5.004:56-/
$4035/$91
Fairfield — — $4.500 /
$361/$85

Solano Comprehensive Transportation Plan 45
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INTERCITY TRANSIT ELEMENT

Transfers to and from the connecting local bus system are valid at
their face value for credit on the intercity buses. Monthly passes are
available and cost $7585 for the Fairfield to BART service and
$7991 for the Vacaville to BART trip. The monthly pass for the

“Route 80 costs $6977, as does the pass valid for Vallejo to Fairfield

trips.

Semce is fu]]yhnkcd at various locations in Solano County A major
new intermodal transportation facility, the Fairfield Transportation

Center (site of the former Magellan Road park-and-ride lot), opened
1n 2001 and is served by Vallejo Transit Route 85, 90 and 91 buses.

Vallejo Transit also serves the Vallejo Ferry terminal and the El
Certito del Norte BART statior. Other key transportation nodes

include the Vacaville ‘Regional Transportation Centér at Davis

Street, Solano Mall, and the Suisun Gity Amtrak Station.

It should be noted that Vallejo Transi’s BARTLink buses (which
connects Solano County with-the BART system at El Cemito ‘del
Norte station) have routinely achieved farebox recoveres of 80 to

90 percent.

Operating Costs
The 1999 Vallejo Short-Range Transit Plan (SRTP) estimates

‘operating cost projections for the entire system over a nine-year

span. In the last SRTP reported fiscal year, Vallejo expected to
spend about $1.9 million on regional fixed route operations at an

average cost of about $48 per hour. Passenger revenue was reported

at- about $1.0 million, resulting i about a 50 percent farebox

recovery. It should be noted that in the next partial reporting period,

farebox recovery increased to about 55 percent, and farebox
recovery on Route 80 and 90 was between 70 and 90 percent.

The total operating cost net of fares for the four Vallejo regional bus
services are about $500,000, or about 22 percent of system operating
cost net of fares (this share of the subsidy has been decreasing
rapidly). The City of Vacaville contributed $295,000 in FY 2001-02
to help subsidize operation of Route 91.

Capital Improvement Costs

Vallejo has an aggressive capital improvement program, and has
requested and received funds for additional buses, ferries and ferry
facilities, and various miscellaneous items. The total committed
capital funding for the next several years is about $25 milfion.

Solano Comprehensive Transportation Plan
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Falrf‘ eld-Suisun Transit

FST operates three intercity routes: Route 20 links Fairfield and
Vacaville, Route 30 links Fairfield, Vacaville, Dixon,-and UC Davis,
and Sacramento; and Route 40 links Vacaville, Fairfield and the
Pleasant Hill BART station. Service frequencies on all three lines are
~ sparse. Service is fully linked at various locations in northem Solano
County. A major new facility, the Fairfield Transportation Center,

opened in 2001 and is being expanded in 2004. last-year: Other key |

transfer nodes include the Vacaville Regional Transportation Center,
Solano Mall, and the Suisun.City Amtrak Station. FST intercity
routes serve the Pleasant Hill BART station, allowing easy
connections to BART for trips to Oakland and San Francisco. The
public timetable includes the connecting times (which are generally
less than 10 minutes) as well as the overall trip times from Fairfield
and Vacaville to'San Francisco (about 90 minutes)..

Route 20 is an Interstate 80 freeway connector between Fairfield's
Solano Mall and the Vacaville Regional Transportation Center, with

intermediate stops at Walmar, the Vacaville Factory Stores, and the

Vacaville-Nut—Tree_downtown transfer center. Service operates
hourly from about 7:30 a.m. w 6:30 p.m. and the total round trp
running time is 53 minutes (one bus is assigned to the service).

Route 30 is primanly a UC Davis and Sacramento connector.
FiveFour roundtrips daily provide service from Fairfield, Vacaville,
and Dixon,to UC Davis_and Sacramento. The first trip departs at
6:48 am., and the last trip retums at 6:11 p.m. Trip time is about
8054 minutes for the 25-mile Fairfield to Davis trip because it makes
6 stops in Fairfield; Vacaville, Dixon and Davisjourney:The 6:52
a.m. express bus trip from Fairfield to Sacramento also wkes about
54 minutes because it does not stop in Davis-ef-limited-stops—at
Vaeaville and Dixon enly. Headways are generally a litde over two

hours (one bus is assigned to the service).

Route 40 provides a fast feeder service from Vacaville and Fairfield
to the Pleasant Hill BART Station. In the southbound direction,
four moming trps and five evening trips are offered, while

_ northbound four moming trips and five afteroon trips serve Solano
County commuters. Travel time from the Pleasant Hill BART
station to Fairfield is about 45 minutes, while to Vacaville it is about
one hour. The first trip departs at 5:05 a.m., and the last trip revurns
at 8:31 p.m. (allowing a 6:30 p.m. departure from San Francisco
attractions). The distance from Pleasant Hill BART to Fairfield is
about 30 miles.
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INTERCITY TRANSIT ELEMENT -

FAIRFIELD-SUISUN ROUTES 20, 30, AND 40

Fairfield-Suisun Transit Route 20
Daily Annual Hours

Baily: Annual Cost (@ $56.580/ hour)
Datly Annual Passengers {weekdays)
Daily Annual Revenue (@ $0.63 per
passenge)

Farebox Recovery

Annaalized

Faitfield-Suisun Transit Route 30
Daily- Annual Hours
Datly- Annual Cost (@ $50.31/hour)

‘Daily Annual Passengers (weekdays)

Daily Annual Revenue {@-$1:52-per
passenges)

Daily-DeficitAnnual Subsidy

Farebox Recovery
Annualized |

Fairfield-Suisun Transit Route 40
Daily Annual Hours
Dealy Annual Cost (@ $48 $60/hour

Daﬂy Annual Passengers {weekdays)

Daily-Annual Revenue {@-$1-72 per
passenget)
Daily-Deficic Annual Subsidy

Farebox Recovery

1225 3,134
$127.$35,532

$485$177,648 '
2017%

net-of fares

443,456

$570$207.504
3621648

$42$33.624

$528$173,880
7%16%

$137,000-operating-cost
net-of-fares

$1950$288,000
12931294
$222866,141

$828$221.859
- 232%
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' net of fares
BENICIA TRANSIT ROUTE 1

Transit Route 1

Annual Hours 13,238

Annual Cost (@ $56.58/hour) 749,030

Annual Passengers 127,557

Annual Revenue 147 408

Annual Subsidy $601,622

Farebox Recovery 20%
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INTERCITY TRANSIT ELEMENT

‘Patronage Characteristics

Faitfield-Suisun intercity transit routes carry approximately 367 daily
passengers on a typical weekday. All of the 202 daily trips served by
Route 20 are internal to the county and some of the 36 passengers
carried by Route 30 are also internal county trips. Most of Route
40’s 129 daily passengers are to/from the Pleasant Hill BART
Station. Thus, pethaps about 100 daily trips served by Fairfield-
Suisun Transit are trips to points outside the county.

Equipment and Support Facilities

The Gity of Fairfield owns 26 transit vehicles, and uses 19 of these
vehicles in both intercity and local service. The vehicles are stored at
the city’s corporation yard, with city staff servicing and maintaining
the vehicles:

OF the e Ll " Lol -
Route 20, 30 and 40 require a total of flve buses, of Whlch three are
assigned to Route 40. Buses for both Routes 20 and 40 enter/exit
service at Vacaville. Route 30 buses enter and exit service from
Fairfield. The distance between Faitfield-Suisun Transit’s bus
storage yard and the Vacaville service portal is about eight miles and
involves approximately 30 minutes (15 minutes each way) daily per
bus to get buses into and out of service each day. At $50 per hour

cost, this transhates 1o $25 per day per bus. Passenger facilities are

spartan; however, the ¢Guty is aggressively emphasizing park-and-
ride facilities including the Fairfield Transportation Center which

combines a 400-space patk-and-ride garage with a large bus transfer
area.

Solano Comprehensive Transportation Plan
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Policies

‘The Short-Range Transit Plan includes a detailed set of Goals and
Objectives. Generally, like most transit systems, FST strives to
enhance mobility in an effective and efficient manner. System
indicators of these goals for the itertity seruces are the following (all for
FY 2004/05):

INTERCITY SERVICE INDICATORS

Measure _ | Target
Passengers per VehicleHour 15.00
Passengers per Vehicle-Mile 0.5
Operating Cost per Passenger (net) $3.00
Operating Cost per Hour $58.50
Operating Cost per Mile $1.75
_ Farebox Recovery Ratio 15%

Fares and transfers vary according to distance. The following is a
~ matnx of adul fares:

FST ADULT BUS FARE MATRIX

Between Davis Vacaville Fairfield BART
Y and > Cash/10 Cash/10 Cash/10 Cash/10

, ride ride ride ride
Davis — — $2.5075/ —
$2022

Vacaville $2.0025/ — $425200/  $425-5.00/

- $1618 $160 $40.0034
Faufield — — — $4.500 /

$36.0032
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INTERCITY TRANSIT ELEMENT

Transfers to and from the connecting local bus system are valid at
their face value for credit on the intercity buses. Monthly passes are
available and cost $8575 for the Faidield to BART service and $79
for the Vacaville to BART wtrip. The monthly pass for the Fairfield to
Davis route costs $6959, and the monthly pass between Vacaville
and Davis is priced at $5649

Operating Cost Projections

The FST ‘Short Range Transit Plan estimates operating cost
projections for the entire system over a nine-year span. In the
current fiscal year, FST expects to spend $2.4 million on local and
intercity fixed route operations at an average cost of about $50 per
hour. Passenger revenue is expected to be about $650,000, resulting

in a 27-28 percent farebox recovery. The City of Vacaville

contributed more than $300,000 in FY 2001-02 towards the cost of
operating FST Routes 20, 30 and 40.

Combined totals for the three FST intercity routes are 367 average
weekday riders, 8.2 passengers setved per bus hour, $5.01 subsidy
cost per passenger and a 17.5 percent farebox recovery ratio.

The total operating cost net of fares for the three Fairfield i intercity
services is about $500,000, or about 30 percent of system operating
cost net of fares.

Capital Improvement Costs

Fairfield has an aggressive capital improvement program, and has
requested and received funds for several park-and-ride facilities,
additional buses, and varnious miscellaneous items. The rtotal
committed capital funding for the next three years is almost $15
million. Much of that funding is directed to the intercity bus
program.

Benicia Transit

Benicia Transit operates one &we-intercity bus routes;-as-shown-in
. The Beth-routes provides service to eennections-to the

Pleasant Hill BART Station and the-sain-route-akse-connects to the

Vallejo Ferry Terminal and Downtown Vallejo’s Transit Center.

Service

The main intercity bus service operates from Valléjo Transit’s York
and Marn Transit Center to the Pleasant Hill BART Station via the
Curtola Parkand-Ride lot, Military West & 14th, Solano Square, H
and E. 3rd Sureets L and E. 5th Streets, and Sun Valley Mall. This

Solano Comprehensive Transportation Plan
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-trip takes about 20 minutes between Vallejo and H Street, 18
minutes from H Street to Sun Valley Mall and another 16 minutes to
reach the Pleasant Hill BART Station. Service operates from 5 a.m.
to 7 pm.

Patronage Characteristics
Benicia Tranisit reportedly carries about 450 560 daily riders-with-46¢

eeﬂma{ed—ﬁe—be—m{efetw—!aﬂps to and from Contra Costa County and

Equipment and Support Facilities

The City owns its fleet of transit vehicles, which are stored and
maintained at contractor facilities. Vehicles are fueled at the Gty
Corporation Yard. The peak direction travel is towards Pleasant Hill
BART in the moming and away in the evening. This suggests that
the most efficient location to introduce and remove buses from
service would be in Vallejo.

Policies
Fares differ depending on the service used, characteristic of the nder
(senior, disabled, youth) and bulk prepaid fares (passes and tickets).

Adule fares for travel on service between Benicia and the Vallejo
Baylink ferry terminal or Vallejo Transic Center located at York and
Marin Streets (Zone 1) are $1.00 for a single nde and $37 for a
monthly pass.

Adulk fares for travel from Benicia to Contra Costa County (Zone 2)
are $2.00 for a single ride and $56 for a month pass. Adult fares
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INTERCITY TRANSIT ELEMENT

from Vallejo to Contra Gosta Gounty (Zone. 3) are $2.50 for a single
ride and $69 for a monthly pass.

Transfer connections are provided to I-80 corridor service at the
Curtola Park-and-Ride lot and to Vallejo Transit and Napa Transit at
the York and Marin Transit Center. Direct service to the Baylink
ferry terminal is provided. Transfer connections to 1-680 bus
services are not provided, due to physical and operational
constraints at the 1-680/780 interchange and the somewhat similar
destinations of these services. Transfers are also provided to BART

_ at the Pleasant Hill BART Station.

Operating Cost Characteristics _
Benicia’s cost to operate the fixed route service for 1999400
2002/03 was estimated to be $749,030 540,000, which translates to

| $45.45 4323 per bus hour. The ratio of fares to operating costs was
287~ 20 percent. Approximately 130,000-127,500 annual boardings

are served by Benicia Transit.

VINE Transit (Napa County) "

VINE Transit operates Route 10 between Calistoga, St. Helena,
Oakville Yountville and Napa to Vallejo. About a dozen roundtrips
are made daily to and from Vallejo. Stops within Vallejo include the
Sereno Transit Center, Ferry Terminal and YodeMarin Transit
Center. Most of the southbound trips serve the ferry terminal prior
to amving at the York and Marin Transit Center, while only about
half the northbound trips stop at the ferry terminal after leaving the
York and Marin Terminal.

YoloBus ,
YoloBus operates Route 220 from Davis via Winters to Vacaville. It

makes three roundtrips daily to Vacaville (with stops at Safeway and
Walmart). Adult fare is one dollar. ,

Summary
Nine public intercity bus routes are operated by Solano County
age_:ncies. One route connects to Davis and Sacramento, theee- two

- routes connect to the Pleasant Hill BART Station, one route

connects to the Vallejo Ferry Terminal and three routes connect to
the del Norte BART Station. Public intercity bus connections to
Napa from Vallejo are provided by VINE Transit and YoloBus
provides connections to Winters and Davis from Vacaville. No

dire Db IRtercie AR AT A—IS5—PFESEH Bovided-betwear
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While Figure 6 suggests that frequent service exist along the I-80
Comdor, it is very sparse east of Vacaville (only Route 30). The
segment between Vacaville and Faitfield s served by four routes
(FIS routes 20, 30 and 40; and Vallejo Transit route 91). The
segment between ‘Vallejo and del Norte BART Station is served by
27 bus trips in each direction on an average weekday. There is no
service to Sacramento.

RECOMMENDED BUS SERVICE PLAN

The recommended intercity bus service plan represents a financially
‘unconstrained vision or blueprint for service. Three intermediate
levels of service or phases were defined reflecting a range of possible
funding resources. Implementation of the service vision would
involve expanded public discussion and input to refine its elements.
A _more detailed implementation and phasing plan was recentl

developed in the 1-80/1-680/1-780 Transit Corridor Study. The

overall bus service plan would take substantal new funding sources
to fully implement, including the proposed Regional Measute 2

and/or a proposed half-cent transportation sales tax in Solano

County.

Solano Intercity Bus Service “Vision”

Buses would be comfortable, with a relaxing interior environment.
Service would be fast and reliable, and fare collection would take
place off vehicle, so that station dwell times are minimal.

Service would be implemented incrementally, as funding increases
" and capital improvements come on-line. But the basic plan would be

well understood by the public and decision-makers; route simplicity
~and service attractiveness. would be combined with extensive

-marketing to project an image of quality service and high customer
satisfaction.

Solano Comprehensive Transportation Plan
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IN'i'ERCITY TRANSIT ELEMENT

AVAILABLE IMPLEMENTATION FUNDING

Level New Annual Funding Available Source

1 $500,000 _ All local TDA used for
traosit

2 $1 million + TDA and growth New local sales tax and

' al TDA

3 $2 million + TDA and growth New local sales tax and
Al TDA

4 Unconstrained “Vision” New local sales tax,

I RM?2, bridge tolls, TDA,

etc.

The plan provides good connections with local bus services and with
regional transportation hubs. It also allows transfers to all routes in

. the intercity bus network with a maximum of one transfer.

Route Network

All the intercity bus routes would be eligible for sales tax funding.

Routes crossing the Bay or Strait, however, are the most logical to
support with Bridge Toll revenues. Figure 8 shows the proposed
route network and Table 2 on page 25 summarizes the proposed
20252030 Vision Service Plan frequencies.

Route: 40 Vacaville-Fairfield to Walnut Creek BART

Route 40 would be improved to become an all day line with better
service, larger buses, and better connections. Service would begin at
the Vacaville Park and Ride lot at Davis Street, freeway operation to
the Fairfield Transportation Center, and then express service via I-
80 and 1-680 to Treat Boulevard to Pleasant Hill BART, and then
via local streets (Oak and Jones Roads) to the Walnut Creek BART

station.

Connections: At the Vacaville Park and Ride center to local buses
and to Sacramento/Faidield/Vallejo/Marin County service Reute
180-buses, at the Fairfield Transportation Center to Route 12 and
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local buses, and at the Walnut Creck BART station to County
Connection buses and shuttles to Bishop Ranch Business Park.

Route: 80 Napa-Vallejo to El Cerrito del Norte BART
Route 80 would be improved with better setvice, larger buses, and
better connections. Service would begin at Pear Street in downtown

Napa, and then operate via Highways 121 and 29 into Vallejo,

connecting with the Vallejo Ferry, and stopping at the Curtola Pars
‘and Ride Lot before operating express via I-80 to the El Cerrito del
Norte BART station. Every other trip would operate from Napa.

Connections: At Napa with all local VINE buses and Route 12 to
Fairfield Suisun, at the Vallejo Ferry Terminal with the ferries and
local Vallejo buses, and at the El Cerrito del Norte BART station.

ESTIMATED PEAK HOUR BUS SERVICES

CORDON LINE - HOURLY BUS SERVICE
Carquinez Bridge 18
Benicia-Martinez Bridge 12
Yolo Causeway 2
Highway 37 2
SR 12 Jameson Canyon/Highway 29 ' 2

Route: 90.Vacaville-Fairfield to El Cerrito del Norte
BART

Route 90 would be improved to include midday service and
increased service, larger buses, and better connections. Service
would begin at the new proposed Vacaville Ulatis/Allison
Intermodal Center and the Vacaville Park and Ride facility on Davis
Street, with access via I-80 at the Faitfield Transportation Center,
and would operate express to El Cerrito del Norte BART.

Connections: At Vacaville and Fairfield with all local buses, and at
the E1 Cerrito del Norte BART station.
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" Route: 180-Sacramento to Novato via Solano County

This Rroute 180 would reinstateitute the former Route 100, but with
better service, increased frequencies, and more destinations. Service
would begin at 8th and Capitol Mall in downtown Sacramento
(connection to Sacramento LRT and State Capitol), and operate via

'1-80 to Curtol Parkway, then via Curtola to the Vallejo Ferry

Terminal, then via Mare Island Way to Highway 37 and then via
Highway 101 w Novato. Stops would be as follows: West
Sacramento at the Enterprise Park and Ride, Davis Amtrak station,
Dixon (freeway ramp), Vacaville (park and ride), Fairfield
Transportation Center, Solano College, Curtola Park and Ride,
Vallejo Ferry Terminal, Novato. Service would be scheduled to meet

every other ferry.

Connections: At Sacramento with RT light rail, Davis- with
UniTrans and YoloBus, Vacaville and Fairfield with local bus
systems and with Route 12 to Napa and Rio Vista, Curtola with
Route 80, Vallejo Ferry with ferry, Novato with Golden Gate

Tr;msit.

Route: #80-Napa-Vallejo to El Cerrito del Norte BART
This Rroute 780 would improve the existing Benicia Transit service
to Pleasant Hill BART. It would improve the service with larger
buses, greater transfer opportunities at the Walnut Creek BART
Station and better service levels and span-of-service.

Service would begin at the Vallejo Ferry Terminal, operate via
Curtola Parkway, I-780 and Military West through Benicia, I-630 to
Treat Boulevard to Pleasant Hill BART, and then via local streets
(Oak and Jones Roads) to the Walnut Creek BART station. Several
trips could be routed to cover the current Benicia Flyer service area.

Connections: At the Vallejo Ferry Terminal with the ferres, Route
80 and local Vallejo buses, and at the Walnut Creek BART station to
County Connection buses and shuttles to Bishop Ranch Business
Park.

Route: 42A-Napa to Fairfield and Suisun

This Rroute 42A would establish a new link between Napa and
Fairfield and Suisun via Highway 12. Service would begin at Pearl
Street in downtown Napa, and then operate via Highways 121 and
29 to Highway 12, then via Highway 12 into Fairfield.
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Connections: At Faitfield Transportation Center with Routes 85
~and-186the proposed Sacramento-Vallejo-Novato route, and with " |
local service to both Fairfield and Suisun. Also in Napa with local
VINE service. '
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Table 2 - PROPOSED 2030 BUS NETWORK - UNCONSTRAINED SYSTEM

g - Service
- Existing Proposed . . s s . Freq.
Route # Route#  Ongin  Destination Via. peak Fred
Freq.
Express Routes — Bridge Toll and Sale Tax Eligible ‘
0 Vacavile ~ Walnut Cr Fairfield, 1-80, 1-680, 10 30
BART Pleasant Hill BART '
80 Napa ElCemitodel  Valljo, 1-80 (connects with 5 15
‘ Notte BART ferry) :
90 Vacaville El Cerrito del Fairfield, I-80 10 60
Norte BART
180New  Sacramento Nowvato Davis, Dixon, Vacaville, 30 30 I
Fairfield, Vallejo (connects
with ferry) and Marin
780New  Vallejo Walnut Cr Benicia, 1-780 10 30 ‘
) BART '
Express Routes — Sales Tax Eligible
12ANew  Napa Suisun City Jameson Canyon 30 60
12BNew  Sussun Gity  Rio Vista Hwy 12 30 60
2€New Rio Vista Antioch Hwy 160 60
12DNew Rio Vista Lodi Hwy 12 60
20 20 Vacaville Fairfield Local 30 30
85 Davis Vallejo Dixon, Vacaville, Fairfield, 15 15
Vallejo (connects with
fetry)
F85New  Vallejo Faicfield Via Benicia Industrial Park 60 No

seqvice

New Route: 12B-Fairfield and Suisun to Rio Vista

Route 12B would establish a new link between Rio Vista and
Fairfield and Suisun via Highway 12. Setvice would begin at the
Suisun Amtrak Station then operate via Highway 12 to Rio Vista.
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Connections: At Fairfield Transportation Center with Routes 85
and 180, and with local service to both Fairfield and Suisun.

New Route: 12C-Rio Vista to Lodi

Route 12C would establish a new link between Rio Vista and Lodi
via Highway 12. Service would begin in Rio Vista and then opemne ,
~ via Highway 12 to Lodi.

Connections: In Lodi to local transit services.

. New Route: 42D-Rio Vista to Antioch |
Route 12D would establish a new link between Rio Vista and
Antioch via Highway 160. Service would begin in Rio Vista and then
operate via Highway 160 to Antioch.

Connections: Possible connection to BART’s extension to Antioch.

Route: 85 Vallejo to Davis Local/Limited

Route 85 would be improved with better service, larger buses and
- better connections. The enlarged Route 85 combines Routes 20 and
30. Service would begin at the Vallejo Ferry Terminal and operate
through northern Vallejo via Marine World, then via I-80 with
service to Solano Community College, to the Fairdfield
Transportation Center, and then via Route 20 to Vacaville, then via
Route 30 to Dixon and into UC Davis, with a terminal at the Davis
- Amtrak Station. All service would operate to Vacaville - every other
- bus would operate to Davis.

Connections: At the Vallejo Ferry Terminal with the ferries, Route
80, Route 780, and local Vallejo buses, at the Fairfield
Transportation Center with Route 12, Route 180 and local FST
buses, at Davis Street in Vacaville with local Vacaville buses, and at
Davis with Amtrak, UniTrans and YoloBus.

New Route: 785-Vallejo to Benicia Industrial Park to |
Fairfield

This new Rroute-785-would establishes a new link connecting the |
Benicia Industrial Park with both Vallejo and Fairfield. Service
would begin at the Vallejo Ferry Terminal, operate via Curtola
Parkway to I-780, then via I-680 to the Benicia Industrial Park, then
via 1-680 and I-80 to the Fairfield Transportation Center. Service
would operate hourly during peak periods on weekdays.
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Connections: At Fairfield Transportation Center with Routes 85
and-180_the Sacramento-Vallejo-Novato route, and with local
service to both Fairfield and Suisun. In Vallejo to Vallejo Transit
network.

"Route: 20 Vacaville to Fairfield

Route 20 would continue i its cument form providing local
coverage between Vacaville and Faufield. With the opening of the
planned new Fairfield/ Vacaville Gapitol Corridor Station, Route 20
would be realigned to serve this station. Its frequency would be

increased from its current 60 minutes to 30 minutes.

Connections: Local and intercity transit connections would be

provided at the Fairfield Transportation Center and Solano Mall

‘transit center in Fairfield and also at the Vacaville Transit Center.

Estimated Fares (20014 dollars)

Fares and transfers would-vary according to distance as shown in the
Fare Matrix below. Monthly passes would be priced at 40 rdes,
while 10 ride tickets would give a 20 percent discount.

F—ROI19§EDJNTERCITY ADULT BUS FARE MATRIX

Davis Vacaville  Fairfield  Vallejo  BART (WC

Between/and Sacto.
or d’Norte)
 Sacramento — $250  $350  $375 $5.00 $8.00
Davis — — $2.7559 $3.50 $4.50 $7.00
Vacaville — — — $1.50 $4.00 $5.00
Fairfield — - — — $3.500 $4.500
Vallejo — — — — — $3.500
Novato $9.00 $7.50 $6.00 $5.00 $4.00 —
Napa $5.00 $4.00 $3.00 $2.50 $2.50 $5.00
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IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGY

A prime benefit of implementing a bus rapid transit system is the
advantage of incremental improvements in quality and service as
funding increases and facility improvements occur. The suggested
phasing plan first outlines the financially and capitally unconstrained
system, which is the 25-year objective. It then details suggested

service increases at three different levels: the first with all county

TDA allocated to transit operating costs (about a $500,000 annual
increase), a second with an additional $1 million annual spending
plus TDA and increases in TDA based on growth in population and
retail sales ($1.5 million annual total), and a third assuming $2

~million plus the TDA increases ($2.5 million annual total). The
unconstrained system assumes that bridge tolls will be available in
sufficient qualities to fully fund the “Bridge Toll Eligible” services,
freeing up the TDA and potential sales tax funds for other county-
wadecountywide services.
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Unconstrained System - The 100 Bus System

The Unconstrained System features BART type headways on most
services and makes transit attractive and convenient to Solano
County residents. These transit setvice demands lead to the 100 bus

regional system.

Table 3 - UNCONSTRAINED INTERCITY BUS NETWORK VISION FOR YEAR 2030

HEADWAYS  BUS REQUIREMENT
SCHED.

ROUTE TO/FROM CYCLE
PEAK  BASE PEAK BASE

40 Vacaville to Walnut Creek 10 30 15 5 150
- 80 Napato delNorte - 15 30 8 4 120
80A  Vallejo to del Norte 5 15 13 4 60
90  Fairfield to del Norte 0 30 10 & 100
91 Vacaville to del Norte 15 60 8 2 120
New386  Sacramento to Marin 30 30 9 9 270
New#86  Vallejo Ferry to Walnut Creek 10 30 15 5 150
Subtotal 78 33
85 Davis to Vallejo Ferry 30 30 6 6 180
85A  Fairfield to Vallejo Ferry 30 0 4 0 ‘120
NewdZA Napa to Susun Station 30 60 3 2 90
NewA2B  Suisun Station to Rio Vista 30 60 3 2 90
‘Newd2GC  Rio Vista to Antioch & 0 1 0 60
Newl2D Rio Vistato Lodi 60 0 1 0 60
20 Vacaville to Fairfield 30 30 2 2 60
30 Davis to Fairfield 0 0 0 0 120
New?85  Ferry to Faitfield via Benicia Ind. Park 60 0 2 0 120
“Subrtotal 2 12
Total 100 45
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First Phase System
The First Phase System increases service by dedicating all TDA
funds not presently used for transit to the intercity network.

Table 4 - FULL LOCAL TDA POTENTIAL INTERGITY BUS NETWORK YEARS 2005 TO 2030

HEADWAYS BUS REQUIREMENT _
: SCHED.

ROUTE TO/FROM - CYCLE
PEAK  BASE PEAK BASE

40 Vacaville to Walnut Creek 30 0 5 0 150
80 Napa to del Norte 7 60 30 2 4 120
80A Vallejo to del Norte 75 30 8 2 60
90 Fairfield to del Norte 20 60 5 0 100
91 Vacaville to del Norte 30 4 0 120
&_WLSO Sacramento to Marn 0 0 0 0 270
- New789  Vallejo Ferry to Walnut Creek 10 60 10 3 150
Subtotal 34 9
85 Davis to Vallejo Ferry 30 30 6 6 | 180
85A Fairtield to Vallejo Ferry 0 0 0 0 120
New(12A) Napa to Suisun Station 60 60 15 2 90
New (12B)  Suisun Station to Rio Vista 60 60 15 2 90
New(12Q)  Rio Vista to Antioch 0 0 0 0 60
- New (12D} Rio Vistato Lodi 0 0 0 0 60
20 Vacaville to Fairfield 60 60 1 1 60
30 Davis to Faixﬂe[d 0 0 0 0 120
New785  Fenryto Fairfield via BeniciaInd. 60 0 2 0 120
Park '
 Subtotal 12 11
Total 46 20
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Second Phase System

'The Second Phase System increases service by using all county TCA
funds not presently used for transit and adding another $1 million
annually from other sources.

Table 5 - FULL TDA INTERCITY AND $1 MILLION BUS NETWORK YEARS 2005 TO 2030

HEADWAYS  BUS REQUIREMENT |
‘ SCHED.

- ROUTE TO/FROM CYCLE
PEAK  BASE PEAK BASE

40  Vacaville to Walnut Greek 30 0 5 0 150
80 Napa to del Norte 30 30 4 4 120
80A  Vallejo to del Norte 5 30 12 2 60
90 Faitfield to del Norte 20 60 5 2 100
91 Vacaville 1o del Norte 30 0 4 0 120
Newd80 Sacramento to Marin 60 | 120 4 2 270
New#8¢ Vallejo Ferry to Walnut Creck 10 60 10 3 150
Subtotal 44 13
85  Davis to Vallejo Ferry 30 30 6 6 180
85A  Fairfield to Vallejo Ferry 0 0 0 0 120
Newl2A Napa to Suisun Station 60 - 60 15 2 90
Newi2B  Suisun Station to Rio Vista 60 60 15 2 90
New#2€ Rio Vista to Antioch -0 0 0 0 60
Newd2D Rio Vistato Lodi 0 0 0 0 60
20 Vacaville to Fairfield 60 60 1 1 60
30 Davis 1o Faurfield 0 0 0 0 120
New?Z85 Ferryto Fairfield via Benicia Ind. Park 60 0 2 0 120
Subtotal 12 11
Total | 56 24
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Third Phase System

The Third Phase System increases service by using all county TDA
funds not presently used for transit and increasing funding by

another $2 million annually.

Table 6 - FULL TDA INTERCITY AND $2 MILLION BUS NETWORK YEARS 2005 - 2030

HEADWAYS  BUS REQUIREMENT SCHED
ROUTE TO/FROM cYC LE.
PEAK BASE  PEAK  BASE |
40 Vacaville to Walnut Creek 15 30 3 5 150
80 Napa to del Norte 30 30 4 4 120
80A  Vallejo to del Norte 5 0 12 0 60
90  Fairfield to del Norte 15 60 7 2 100
91 Vacaville to del Norte 30 60 4 2 120
" Newd89 Sacramento to Marin 60 120 4 2 270
New#80  Vallejo Ferry to Walnut Creek 10 30 10 5 150
Subtotal 19 20
85  Davis to Vallejo Ferry 30 30 6 6 180
"85A  Fairfield to Vallejo Ferry 30 0 4 0 120
Newl2A Napa to Suisun Station 60 60 15 2 90
Newt2B  Suisun Station to Rio Vista 60 60 15 2 90
New#2C€ Rio Vista to Antioch 60 0 1 0 60
Newt2D Rio Vistato Lodi 0 0 0 0 60
20 Vacaville to Fairfield 60 60 1 1 60
30 Davis to Fairfield 0 0 0 0 120
New#85 Ferryto Fairfield via Benicia Ind. Park 60 0 2 0 120
Subtotal 17 11
Total 66 31
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Weekend Service ,

At present only the Capitol Corridor rail service and the Baylink
ferry operate on Sundays. Both services presently only have a single
stop in Solano County. Operation of Route 85 from Davis to the
Vallejo Ferry Terminal is proposed along with Vallejo to del Norte
Route 80 service on Sunday to expand access to intercity transic
services. To complement these 1-80 services, operation of the Rewute
780_new service between Vallejo Ferry Terminal and the Walnut

Creek BART station 1s also proposed for Sunday.

Equipment and Support Facility Needs

Estimated peak commute/service period bus requirements to
operate the phased intercity bus service improvement plan are as
follows:

ESTIMATED PEAK PERIOD BUS REQUIREMENTS

Phase Peak Hour Buses  Total Including Spares
“Current ‘ 30 35
First Phase 46 , 53
Second Phase 56 65
Third Phase 66 76
Unconstrained 100 115

Figure 9 graphically describes the peak bus fleet requirements
associated with the vision and its intermediate implementation
phases.

Current bus storage and maintenance facilities are over capacity and

do not have resources to support the expanded intercity bus fleet

nor expansions of their local bus fleets. Major expansions of current
facilities are limited, indicating the need for one or more new bus
maintenance/storage facilities, depending on expansion needs of
local bus services.

Capital Funding Needs

Net increased capital costs (using current fleet as baseline) associated
solely with bus fleet and bus storage and maintenance facilities
would range from a low of $16.3 million for Phase 1 service levels to

68
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$59-7—$70 million for the Vision service levels over a 205 year |

period. These costs are based on $400,000 each for intercity bus
coaches and an allowance of $100,000 per bus for supporting
storage and maintenance facility improvements. Fleet costs are based
on a 13-year useful life for buses or full replacement 1.5 times over a
20—year205-year funding period. Recognizing that the full
implementation of the different service improvement levels would
not likely occur at the outset of the 20-year planning program a
factor of 0.8 was applied to the net increased service level to
estimate bus fleet purchases.

RAIL SERVICES

~ 'The Intercity Transit Plan proposes a significantly increased role for
passenger rail services towards meeting the County’s travel needs. A
description of the current role provided by the Capitol Corridor
passenger rail service is provided in this section, followed by
proposed improvements to attract increased ridership. A discussion
of non Capitol Corridor rail service improvement opportunities is
provided at the end of the section.

EXISTING PASSENGER RAIL SERVICES

Passenger rail services and their supporting network of feeder bus
services link Solano County to the Bay Area and to the Sacramento
Region.

Existing Passenger Rail Service Providers

Amtrak

Amtrak long distance intercity trains do not stop at the Suisun City
Station. Two daily long distance trains serve Solano County at
neighboring stations located in Davis and Martinez. Passenger fares
for these long distance trains are set higher than for the Capitol
Comidor trains. The California Zephyr s a long distance train
operating between Chicago, Denver, Salt Lake Gity, and the Bay
Area. A second long distance train, the Coast Stadight, runs between
Seattle, Portland, Sacramento, Oakland, and Los Angeles.

Capitol Corridor Train Service

Prior to 1991, Amtrak’s California Zephyr was the only train serving
the Suisun/Fairfield Station. The Capitol Comidor service was
mtroduced in December of 1991 with three daily trains meeting
regional transportation needs between the Bay Area and
Sacramento. The Capitol trains stopped at Suisun City in addition to
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the service provided by the Zephyr. The Zephyr stop at Suisun City
was discontinued in October 1998.

'CCJPA has outlined plans to expand Capitol Corridor passenger rail

service to eventually hourly setvice between Sacramento and San
Jose. Experience on other California intercity rail corridors has
indicated that the best operating practice is for all trains to make all
stops rather than operating a two-tier local and express passenger
rail service. Thus, current thinking is for all trains to stop at the
Suisun/Fairfield Station.

The railroad industry distinction between intercity passenger rail
service and local/commuter rail sefvice is not clearly defined.
Intercity passenger rail services typically run faster, have less
frequent headways and have higher fares than local/commuter
passenger rail services. They focus on inter-regional travel rather
than intra-regional travel markets. The distinction between the two
types of passenger rail services is important in terms of CCJPA’s
track sharing agreements with the UPRR and the State’s role in
funding service versus regional/local funding. The CCJPA’s

agreement with UPRR allows it to operate up to 16 daily intercity

service roundtrips, but does not provide for operation of any local
or commuter services. The State’s funding for intercity rail services
does not cover local and commuter passenger rail services, which are
seen as the responsibility of regional and local governments.

Service Features

Capitol Corridor frequencies have increased in the ten years since
introduction and the route now provides 12 daily round trips. One
of the trips runs through to Auburm, and four trips operate south of
Oakland to San Jose. The Richmond station provides a direct
connection to BART on an adjacent platform. The Richmond
station was recently renovated to improve efficiency and safety. Rail
patronage at the Suisun City Station has mirrored the expansion of
Capitol Corridor service, growing from about 15,000 annual
passengers in 1992 to 38,660 in 1999,-and 57,880 in 2000_and-100
98,000_in 20033. Figure 10 describes the setvice corridor and current

stations.

During 2003-04, _many of the travel times between_ stations
improved as a result of recent track improvements such as_the
completion of the second track at the Yolo Causeway. See below for
a list of some of the currently scheduled travel times between key

stations.
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2004 CAPITOL CORRIDOR TRAVEL TIMES (MINUTES)

To/From Davis Suisun City Martinez
Sacramento 3315 5939 : #860.
Davis 0 2624 45
Martinez 45 21 0
Richmond 703 469 258
Emeryville 879 615 404
San Francisco 11024 8697 6576
San Jose 1756 1512 1304

Source: April 26, 2004 Capitol Corridor schedule

Gurrent Capitol Corridor schedules provide service to and from
Sutsun City approximately an average of about every2-3 1 10 1-1/2
hours throughout the day. The increase, in service levels to seven
daily trains in 2000,~2ad nine trains in 2001 and twelve tmins in
20034, is a significant reason for the ridership growth now being
expenenced. The service provides schedules allowing day trips to
either Sacramento or the Bay Area, with schedule times and options
that are enticing ridership. Current weekday schedules to and from
Suisun City are summarized in Table 7.

The ultimate goal of the Capitol Corridor management is to provide
hourly service all day, with 16 daily round trips.
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Table 7 - CURRENT TRAINS SERVING SUISUN - FAIRFIELD STATION

Eastbound Times Origin/Destination Westbound Times Origin/Destination
6:3643 AM Oakland/Sacramento 5079 AM | Sacramento/San Jose
72633 AM Oakland/Sacramento 6:079 AM Roseville/San Jose
8:5653 AM San Jose/ Colfax 6:579 AM Roseville/San Jose
102623 AM San Jose/Sacramento 8:2219 AM Colfax/San Jose
115653 AM San Jose/ Colfax 9:5249 AM Auburn/San Jose
1:2623 PM Oakland/Sacramento 112219 AM Sacramento/Oakland
2:5653 PM San Jose/ Colfax 12:5249 PM Colfax/San Jose
4:4138 PM San Jose/ Aubum> 2:5249 PM Sacramento/San Jose

6:01-5:58 PM San Jose/ Aubum 52219 PM - Colfax/San Jose

| 64138 PM San Jose/ Aubum 6:2219 PM Sacramento/San Jose
8063 PM San Jose/Colfax 7:2219 PM Sacramento/Oakland
9268 PM San Jose/Sacramento 9:2219 PM Colfax/San Jose

Thus, for eastward trips to/from Sacramento, train trips themselves
are 33 minutes shorter from Davis than they are for trips from
Suisun Gity. For westward trips to San Francisco train trips are 21
minutes shorter from Martinez than from Suisun City. Transfer
connections to San Francisco from the Capitol Coridor via BART
at the Richmond station take approximately 91 minutes (49 minutes
on the Capitol, an allowance of 5 minutes for transfer and 37
minutes on BART to Montgomery Street) from Suisun City. Capitol
Corridor passengers also have the option of traveling to Emeryville,
where a connecting Amtrak bus takes passengers to San Francisco
(Ferry Building, Union Square, or Fisherman’s Wharf).

Passenger Rail Stations

The CCJPA has adopted a policy for adding new stations. In
addition to Faufield/Vacaville, Benicia and Dixon, the Cites of
Hercules, Fremont and Union City have all indicated interest in
obtaining new Capitol Corridor stations. The Solano Transportation
Authority has adopted the new Fairfield/ Vacaville station site
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located at Peabody and Vanden Roads as Solano County’s next
priotity rail station. The CCJPA is requiring local sponsors of new
stations to:

e Reach a consensus of the political entities within the
jurisdiction that the station is needed

e Amange 100% of the funding including any improvements
requested by the UPRR and approved by the CJPA
(CCJPA will support the efforts of project sponsor to obtain

¢ Meet or exceed minimum station facility requirements
» Arrange for station maintenance including funding

» Demonstrate and achieve a minimum of ten boardings or
alightings per train (Le. with ten trains per direction need 100

boardings and 100 alightings daily)
e Maintain a minimum of five mile spacing between stations
o Coordinate CCJPA and Amitrak negotiations with the UPRR
¢ Submit a local martketing plan for the new station

e COCJPA has begun o introduce a seamless free transfer from
trains to local transit, starting with AC Transit—and
Sacramento RT—, UniTrans, Yolobus, County Connection
and Fairfield-Suisun Transit.

In addition to the Suisun Gity Station, the Capitol Gorridor serves 14
other stations in the San Jose to Auburn travel corridor (Figure 10).

From Suisun City to Sacramento, Capitol Corridor trains stop at the

Davis Station, which is located 27 miles to the east and at
Sacramento, which is located 13 miles east of Davis. From Suisun
City to San Jose, Capitol Corridor trains stop at Martinez (17 miles),
Richmond (20 miles farther west), Berkeley (3.7 miles farther west),
Emeryville (2 miles farther west), Oakland (5 miles farther west),
Hayward (12 miles farther west), Fremont (11 miles farther west),

Great America (13 miles farther west) and San Jose (7 miles farther

west). A new station is under consideration for Hercules midway in
the 20-mile gap between Martinez and Richmond. At present the
134 mile comdor between Sacramento and San Jose, has an average
station spacing of 12 miles. The 42-mile segment in Solano County
with one station has an average spacing of 22 miles.
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The UPRR maintains approval authority for addition of stations,
changes to track/signal facilities and operation of more than the
currently approved number of passenger trains. With the projected
increase in the number of trains, it is becoming increasingly
important to minimize opposite direction running (e.g. running
westbound trains on the eastbound track). The track signal system is
configured to allow this opposite direction running, but opposite
direction running increases train dispatch efforts. The only current
Solano County station (Suisun City), and the two adjacent stations
(Davis and Martinez) all have a sidetrack platform and a center
loading platform. Passengers must cross the tracks at-grade to reach
the center platform. The Suisun and the Martinez stations have their
side platforms located on the south side of the track serving the
‘predominantly eastbound train direction, whereas the Davis Station
has its side platform on the north side of the tracks serving the
westbound track. Trains are routinely held outside of stations until

trains boarding passengers pull out.

The UPRR has also indicated that it cannot guarantee sufficient
notice of which track passenger trains will be using at stations. This
position combined with the strong desires not to have passengers
crossing tracks at-grade, means that new stations will need to have
- center loading platforms where passengers can board trains on either
- track. Access to the center platform desirably should be grade
separated using a pedestrian subway or overpass.

Patronage

- Galrans managed the Capitol Corridor service until July 1, 1998,
when day-to-day oversight responsibility was transferred to the
Gapitol Corridor Joint Powers Board, an agency representing local
governments along the route. Actual train operation is contracted to

Amtrals.

Rail service frequencies and annual passenger counts at the Suisun
Gty station ate shown in Table 8.
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Table 8 - SUISUN CITY RAIL SERVICE AND PATRONAGE

Year Service (each diréction) Annual Passengers
1990  CGalifornia Zephyr 2,650
1991  Galifornia Zephyr; 3 Gapitols? 3710
1992 California Zephyr; 3 Gapitols 15,760
1993  Galifornia Zephyr; 3 Capirols 20,080
1994  Galifornia Zephyr; 3 Capitols 19,850
1995  California Zephyr; 3 Capitols 18,090
1996  Galifornia Zephyr; 4 Caprrols? 23,260
1997  Galifomia Zephyr; 4 Capitols 27,420
1998  Galifornia Zephyr3; 5 Capitols* 32,000 est.
-1999_ 6 Capirols’ 38,660
2000 7 Capitolst 57,880
2001 75.000
2002 : 76,000
2003 12 Capitols 87,667
Notes:

1 Service initiated December 1991 with 3 rouad trips.
2 Service expanded to 4 round trips in Apnl 1994.
3 Zephyr service discontinued October 1998.

4 Service expanded to 5 round tips in October 1998.
5 Service expanded to 6 round taps in May 1999.
¢ Service expanded to 7 round trips in February 2000.

The 57,880-87.667annual beardings—boardings and alightings for

20003-04 were served by about 57,000 annual train stops, which
translatestranslate to an average of approximately 12.5 boardmgs and
alightings per train.

Suisun City station rdership continues to increase as a result of the

| expanded Capitol Corridor service_and the more than doubling of
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parking spaces in 2003 to about 250 spaces. Mosnthly-total-ridership
£y 3, ‘s 10 117 Aan-h ! tha fios

Predominant travel to and from Suisun City on the Capitol trains is
between Sacramento and Suisun City, and between Suisun City and
Emeryville (San Francisco bus connection). Oakland and Martinez
also have significant traffic levels for Suisun passengers.

Equipment and Support Facilities

Presently most trains are five cars in length or about 600 feet
including the locomotive. Trains typically include: one locomotive,
one dining car, three to four coach cars and one “cab” coach car.
The latter allows the train to operate in the “push” mode with the
locomotive in the rear of the train. Most Capitol Corridor trains
currently operate with the locomotive at the front of the train (in the
pull mode of operation) in the westbound direction and with the
* locomotive on the rear or the train (push mode) in the eastbound
direction. Each coach car holds up to 88 passengers (84 for the cab
car). Trains are capable of speeds of up to 110 mph, but the track is
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limited to a maximum of 79 mph. The eardy moming westbound
tran has been increased to six passenger cars in order to
accommodate the patronage demands.

Table-10—CAPITOL-CORRIDOR TFRAVEL VOLUMES TO-AND
EROM-SUISUN-MARCH- 2000 THROUGH-NOVEMBER-2000

Statien PassengerVolume

Aauiburn 85

Reeldin* #

Sacramento 9.933
Bavis 3668
Maranez 5219
Richmeond 3131
Berkeley 2164
Emseryville-{8SanFrancisco} 10,620
Oaldand 5938
Hayward®s 180

Fremeont®* 738

Great-Ameriea Santa-Clara®* 1356
San Jose** 2223
TOTALS 45362

The Suisun Gity station is the historic Southern Pacific depot serving
both Suisun and Fairfield. The building was renovated, new
passenger platforms were installed and parking and bus loading
space was improved. The station has both a station side platform
and a center passenger loading platform. The Suisun GCity
Redevelopment Agency is responsible for station maintenance and
operating costs. There is no Amtrak ticketing or baggage service
provided at the facility. The station also serves as the Greyhound
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has-net-been—made. As train frequencies increase the likelihood of
westbound and eastbound trains arriving at the same time will
increase. Annual operating cost for the Suisun City Station average
approximately $20,000. ‘This cost does not include secusity,
insurance and major building improvement reserve fund costs. If the
station were staffed by non-Greyhound Bus Lines personnel, costs
would be higher. :

Policies

Current fare schedule practice for Capitol Corrdor service is
distance based and attempts have been made to provide easy
payment fares — multiples of 50 cents or one dollar. Tt is likely that
longer distance trips from adjacent Solano County stations would
have similar fares, while short distance trips (ie. Davis) differential
fares would be charged. As such a slight fare incentive might exist to
use one station versus the adjacent station. Availability of parking
and of earier pick of seats is are another factors that typically
influences station choice.

Capitol Corridor service provides a basic one-way fare, which is
doubled for round trip travel. For frequent riders, there are 10-ride
tickets valid for 45 days and for daily riders a monthly pass.
‘Discounted fares (15%) are available for senmiors. Special
promotional fares are offered from time to time, such as “kids ride
free” and “two for one” promotions. Representative current fares
are shown in Table 11.

TABLE 11 - CURRENT FARES TO AND FROM SUISUN EFFECTIVE

EEBRUARY-20,-2001 SEPTEMBER 2, 2003
10
Suisun to  Miles Fare 10 Ride  Ride Monthly

(4590 day) a0 Pass
day)

Sacramento 40 $9.50$9:00  $67.00$68.00 $54:00 $45185.00
Oakland 49 $9.5099:00  $67.00$5400 $68:00 $15185.00
San Jose 94 $16.00$13:50 $104.00$80:0C $10000 $28430.00
Martinez 17 $6.50$6:00  $43.00$34:00 $43.00  $1198.00
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In terms of productivity, the Capitol Corridor service has seen its
ridership increase dramatically in the past year up 41 percent and its
farebox recovery ratio improve from 31.2% to 35.7%. The average
cost per boarding passenger is $23.99 (767,000 annual passengers/
$18,400,000 operating cost) and cost per passenger-mile 26 cents.

Other Passenger Railroad Service Opportunities and

Planning Issues

In addition to the UPRR mainline used by Capitol Corridor
passenger rail service, Amtrak’s California Zephyr and Coast
Starlight, Solano County is served by. several other potentially
important railroad assets.

Rail passenger service in Solano County has also been discussed for
the Napa-Solano connection to the Vallejo Baylink Ferry Terminal
and/or to Richmond BART via the Carquinez Bridge. Another
proposal is to shift Capitol Corridor trains from the UPRR Bridge
over Carquinez Strait onto the Benicia-Martinez Bridge. This latter
proposal would eliminate delays caused by the UPRR Bridge, which
opens to accommodate shipping traffic. The 1997 study Long Range -
Rail Alignment for the I-80 and I-680 Corridors addressed both of

these issues.

The 1997 report considered establishment of light rail transi across
the Carquinez Bridge; connecting to Napa via four different
alignments: :

* Sonoma Boulevard to Gilifornia Northern tracks north to

- Napa

* Sonoma Boulevard to Curtola Parkway, Mare Island Way
and California Northem to Napa

e 180 to Currola Parkway and California Northem tracks
(near Solano Avenue) to Napa

¢ 1-80 to Curtola Parkway, Mare Island Way and California
Northem tracks to Napa

Varations of these concepts would be to terminate the Carquinez
light rail service in Vallejo without extending to Napa or merely
connecting Napa to Vallejo without crossing the Carquinez Bridge.
Use of light rail type vehicles would requite time separation from

80
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freight raif and Napa Wine train taffic. Subsequent to completion of
the 1997 report, Galtrans has incorporated the flexibility to run light
rail trains across the bridge in its current bridge design and
construction. The bridge is not able to accommodate the loads of
BART or commuter rail on the new bridge structures. The 1997
report focus on light rail tansit rather than Capitol Corridor,
Amtrak or BART rail technology was to avoid major costs
associated with strengthening bridges across the Carquinez Strait.
Light rail equipment is also better able to handle steep grades. The
1997 report also examined potentials for operating light rail trains
across the Benicia Bridge. These opportunities proved to be very
expensive. ’

The Capitol Corridor JPA has expressed increasing concems about
depending on the UPRR Bridge to cross the Carquinez Strait. The
UPRR Bridge must open for shipping traffic several times a day,
which will increasingly disrupt Capitol Corridor service. The CCJPA
believes that its equipment could possibly operate on the grades
across the Benicia Bridge and has asked Caltrans to examine the
feasibility of shifting their trains from the UPRR Bridge to the
Galtrans Benicia Bridge. '

- Operating and Capital Costs

According to the most recent annual report, OCJPA actual costs for
FY 99/60-03/04 were $173-22.4 million for operations, $1.12
million for marketing and $35$97.5 million for capital improvements
either underway or commited programming. CCJPA’s ten year
capital improvement plan envisions a total investment of about $457
million consisting of $48 million for additional trains, $78 million for
new/improved stations, $17 million for amenities and safety
improvements and $314 million for track/signal improvements.

. Funding for the operating expenses and capital costs are primarily
from the State.

RECOMMENDED RAIL PLAN AND IMPLEMENTATATION
STRATEGY :

Some of the principal passenger rail recommendations for this
Intercity Transit Element include the active support of Capitol
Corridor service upgrades along with improved access for Solano
County.
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Support Capitol Corridor Service Upgrades

The Capltol Comdor Joint Powers Authonty (CJPA) proposes to
expand service to sixteen trains daily in both derCthl’lS of travel by
20210-andto-s e-ten d en i15-by-2004. The 16 train
frequency would msult in almost houdy service. An early objective
would be to add a moming train that would get Solano County
commuters to Sacramento before 8:35 AM (current first train).

In addition to more trains, reduced travel times and improved
reliability are important service improvements. These are among the
overall objectlves and policy actions, which were dcﬁned for
intercity transit services. The GCJPA has identified a number of

“improvements. to reduce travel tmes and to improve schedule

reliability. These improvements in and near Solano County include:

Immediate Projects
e Addition/replacement of a second track for the Yolo
Causeway, (underconstruetion-completed in 2004),

. Upgmde the Bahia Viaduct— industrial siding _project
(Benicia)
nicia

e Addition of a third track in Dixon

Near-Term Period | :
. i ¢ o third track i Suisun G { Baicfiold
e Extend and rehabilitate Tolenas lead track for the Fairfield-
Vacaville Station

Vision/Long-Term Period
e  Suisun Bay Bridge Replacement

Yolo Causeway Double Track Project - This project essentially

replaces the old double track section and would reduce train

conflicts and delays over this fourmile segment— Construction is
was completed 2004,

T

Bahla—\liaduet—Upgtade—ijee{—Indusmal Siding Project - 'Ihls

project would-upgrade-tra s sport-60-mph speeds

dﬂds——lé—mﬂe—segmeﬂe provxde mdustnal siding track that Would
minimize conflicts on the mainline.

- Dixon Third Track Project ~ Would add a third passing siding to

allow high speed trains to pass slower freight trains and thereby
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increase passenger train speeds and improve their schedule
reliabilicy. The passing siding would most probably be located
between the two main tracks, west of Downtown where the current
two tracks spread a_part. This project needs to be further analyzed as
part of the Dixon Multimodal Train Station projects and track plans
that need to be developed for review by the Capitol Corridor and
the Union Pacific Railroad.

Fairfield Third Frackand Tolenas Lead Track Extension
Project - This project would extend the current lead track serving
the Tolenas industrial siding (near Peabody Road) and thereby
reduce passenger train conflicts and schedule delays associated with

frelght train activities. Mse—a&ﬂad—fmek—weald—be—eeﬂs{ﬂieteéﬁﬂ

Suisun Bridge Replacement Project ~ This project is envisioned
to construct the rail crossing between Benicia and Martinez at a
higher grade to eliminate delays related o brdge openings for
shipping traffic. The concept would be to run Capitol Corridor
trains on a single track across the Benicia-Martinez Bridge. A
feasibility study was prepared in 2003 to provide a preliminary

analysis of this concept.

Some of the above improvements have been defined without the
benefit of sophisticated track capacity analyses and will likely be
refined. Specifically, the best strategy for providing passing

opportunities and for upgrading track alignment for increased speed
warrants more attention. Additional track modeling is being

conducted as part of the Oakland Sacramento Regional Rail Study.

Addition of New Intermodal Train Stations

Potential to increase Solano County ridership of Capitol Corndor

stations is closely related to convenience of access. New stations at

Benicia and Dixon all look promising, and preliminary plans for the

~ Fairfield / Vacaville Station have been prepared for review and
approval by the Union Pacific Railroad. CCJPA policy is to

~ incrementally add stations to the comdor in order to balance
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improved passenger access with running speeds. Analysis of Solano

| Gounty station location epperwmnities;opportunities indicated that

the Fairfield/ Vacaville site located at Peabody Road offered good
potential  for  patromage  and  was—for __ quick
mplementimplementation. able-quickly: The Benicia site near Lake
Herman Road also looked promising, but will require more time to
implement. The Dixon site lends itself most to commuter rail
patronage oriented towards Sacramento. All three of these sites are
recommended for inclusion in the Solano Comprehensive

Transportation Plan.

Investigation of New Passenger Rail Service
Opportunities

Passenger rail service has advanced significantly in the past twenty-

year period and has the promise to expand to serve new markets
important to Solano County. Solno County should explore
opportunities to add viable passenger rail services to its intercity
transit network. Six opportunities include: '

Napa to Vallejo and Jamieson Canyon Services - STA and the
Napa County Transportation Planning Agency bave-embarked-on
haver completed a feasibility study for establishing passenger rail
service from Napa to Vallejo and from Napa to Suisun City. The
findings of this study will-identify-identified the potential patronage
potential as well as investment requirements needed to implement
these services. .

Vacaville/Faifield-Solano- Oakland - Sacramento Commuter
Rail Service - The Metropolitan Transportation Commission has
studied transportation problems and potential BART extensions to
Solano County on several occasions. Current patronage of Capitol
Comidor trains indicates that there might be a commute market for
this ¢ype of service. The STA, the Capitol Cogridor and the counties
of Contra Costa, Yolo, Sacramento and Placer are continuing to
analyze What—smighebe-the potential for commuter rail service
coordinated with the intercity Capitol Corridor service2,

Colfax/ Aubum to Dixon Commuter Rail Service - Ten years
ago, Placer County studied the feasibility of commuter rail service
between Placer County and Davis. A wesking-Steering gGroup has
been organized to further explore the feasibility of this service. STA
joined this group to explore the merits of extending the Davis
service to Dixon. A key issue currently under study is the track
capacity to accommodate commuter rail service through the
Roseville area. Near-term service to Dixon appears promising if
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track capacity issues can be resolved. In the longer-term future,
extension of this commuter service to-the Fairfield- Vacaville Station
Dixon and Benicia stations are being studied as part of the Oakland-
Sacramento Regional Rail Study (also called sSBART by the STA).

area-might prove-suceessfuland Contra Costa is being studied.

Solano to BART Commuter Rail Service (sBART) - A
substantial demand for peak period commute travel exists and this
demand is projected to increase in coming years. Commuter trains
are a high capacity altemative commute mode, totally segregated
from highway congestion problems. The potential for augmenting
Capitol Gorridor train service during peak hours linking with BART
would also benefit Contra Costa and Alameda counties.

Super Capitol Corridor Service —Nine—Twelve trains in each
direction are presently provided in Solano County during weekdays.
Sixteen trains are planned and approved by UPRR. What might be
the merits of 20 or more trains in each direction? The passenger
commute rail service between San Francisco and San Jose/Gilroy
currently operates at 40 trains per direction a day over its 50-mile
(San Jose) to 80-mile (Gilroy) corridor. Aside from the track capacity
issue, would the market benefic from increased levels of service?

High Speed Rail Service - The Bay Area to Sacramento corridor
is not on the proposed High Speed Rail Phan. If it were, the chances
are that the service would not stop more than once if that in Solano

County.

Bus Plan Implications

Should one or of more of these potential new passenger rail services
prove viable and should be implementeds; adjustments would likely
be needed to the proposed bus service plan..

FERRY SERVICES PLAN

High-speed ferry service between Vallejo and San Francisco began
in 1986 with one 25-knot vessel. That service provided five round
trips a day, including one commute run to San Francisco in the
morning and a late afternoon return. Under threat of abandonment
by the private sector as a result of continuing losses, the City of
Vallejo agreed in 1988 to subsidize continuing operation of the
service in its function as a “transit operator.”
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EXISTING FERRY SERVICE (VALLEJO BAYLINK)

Successful expansion of ferry service with borrowed vessels after the
1989 Loma Preta earthquake led to the 1991 Vallejo Ferry Plan, the
planning basis for the current Vallejo Baylink ferry and bus network.
As a result of the adoption of the Ferry Plan, the City acquired
federal, state and regional funds to move forward with
implementation. The first step was the 1994 Gity acquisition of the
M.V. Jet Cat Express, a 28-knot, 365-passenger vessel. The City
selected Blue & Gold Fleet of San Francisco to operate the ferry
service under contract.

Baylink ferries operate over a 24 nautical mile route between the
Vallejo Ferty Terminal and the San Francisco Ferry Building. Several
trips a day also stop at Fisherman’s Wharf Pier 41. Seasonally (April
through October), one moming trip is provided daily from Vallejo
to Angel Island State Park with a return in the late afternoon. The
running time for the basic Vallejo to San Francisco route is 53-55
minutes. The Jet Cat Express, the older back-up and weekend vessel,
takes five to ten minutes longer to run the route.

The ferries operate from 6:00 a.m. to 8:30 p.m. (last return leaving
San Francisco) on weekdays, with trips approximately once an hour
during peak periods and every second hour off-peaks.

Ferries provide eleven round trips a day, with five additional trips
provided by bus. ‘ '

On weekends and holidays, six round trips are scheduled in winter,

and eleven during the spring, summer and eady fall peniods.
Weekend schedules operate from 8:00 a.m. to 8:30 p.m. year round.

Because demand exceeded vessel capacity, Vallejo initiated
supplemental Baylink bus service (Route 200) in June 1998, mitially
during the afternoon peak period, but presently including two
mormning (when needed) and four aftemoon supplemental bus trps.
Two additional night return bus trips were added at 7:30 and 10:30
p-m. to provide schedule flexibility for Baylink patrons.

Patronage

Ridership growth has been outstanding on the Baylink service. At
this point, three and a half years after its initiation, tidership is
constrained by commute period capacity. Up t010 percent of
monthly trips operate at capacity.
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Ridership in 1997/98, the first year of two-vessel service, was
546,000, up 102% from the previous year. Table 12 summarizes
annual ridership and the annual growth rate through the first few
months of 2000/01. As should be noted, it has grown each year,
even with the limit on commute capacity.
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Table 12 - VALLEJO BAYLINK FERRY RIDERSHIP TRENDS

Year Ridership Annual Growth Rate
1996-97 269,700

1997-98% 546,500 102%
1998-99 613,100 12%
2000-01 767,406 &%6%—6%945&:}
2001-02 7098t 7%

* Imitiation of two vessel Baylink service.

About 2,600-3,000 weekday passengers currently use Baylink ferries
and buses between Vallejo and San Francisco.

When a third vessel is placed in service, expected in saidspring -
20045, the current 11 weekday round trips will expand to 17-18,
with five moming and aftemoon commute trips, providing a 66%
expansion of commute capacity, from 900 seats to 1,500. With three
vessels operating, daily ridership is expected to top 4,000, A fourth
ferry is anticipated for the 2007-08 fiscal year, but ridership patterns
may require it sooner.

Passenger Information _

About one half of current ferry riders reside in Vallejo. Ten percent
of ferry riders reportedly reside in Benicia, ten percent in Napa, 6
percent in Fairfield, and three percent in Vacaville. Virtually all trips
began or ended at the ridersrider’s home (home based trip) and
nearly 90 percent are joumey to work commute trips. Only two

‘percent of ferry riders used buses to access the ferry terminal, with

71 percent drove alone, and 12 percent carpool.

At present, the Baylink service carries an average of between 90-110
passengers per trip. This is calculated by dividing daily ridership by
the 22 daily service hours.
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Facilities and Equipment

The 10,000 square foot Vallejo ferry terminal buillding was
completed in 1988, and includes a ‘watting room, ticket office,
restroom facilities, and concession areas. It was funded by a
combination of local redevelopment and state funding. The terminal
also has a high-capacity $1.7 million dock completed in 1998-99,
which allows rapid boarding and disembarking from both vessel

doors.

The primary vessels used for the Vallejo Baylink ferry service are
‘two 35-knot, 300-passenger catamaran ferries (M.V. Mare Island and
M.V. Intintoli), designed by Advanced Multihull Designs of
Australia and built by Dakota Creek Industries, Inc. of Anacortes,
WA. They were acquired in 1997. The MLV. Vallejo, (renamed after a
2001 modification to the former Jet Cat Express), provides a back-
up vessel with a capacity of 300 passengers and a 32 knot speed.

Vaﬂejo currently uses an interim vessel maintenance facility at Mare
Island. Berthing space, spare parts, a small shop, and operational
offices-are leased approximately one mile north of the ferry terminal.

Valléjo has selected Mare Island Building 165 as the permanent
home of the Baylink ferry maintenance facility. This will allow for
on-gong maintenance needs of the expanding vessel fleet.
“Approximately $3 million of the $5 million project has been funded
through a combination of federal, state, and regional funds. At
completion, the project will include an upgraded maintenance dock
and overnight docking facilities, fuel storage sufficient for a week of
operations, maintenance and operations offices, and workshops and

parts storage.

The Port of San Francisco has implemented phase 1 of Ferry
Building terminal improvements, which upgraded the dock presently
used for most trips to San Francisco. Vallejo is completing the
permutting process for a new public dock at San Francisco Pier 43,
Fisherman’s Wharf, which will be available for all ferry services. It
was funded by a $2 million FHIWA Section 1207 grant. A recently
awarded Section- 1207 grant will fund docking improvements at
Angel Island State Park, also served by Vallejo Baylink service
durning spring and summer.

In 1999, Vallejo paved and lit the 700-space interim parking lot
across Mare Island Way from the Vallejo Ferry Terminal. Capacity
continues to be added to accommodate demands.
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Policies
Current adule fares for the Vallejo-San Francisco ferry service
(Baylink) are $9.50 one-way/$15 44 for a round trip (Daypass), or

| -$200 for a monthly pass. The fare for the Baylink monthly pass wall

increased to $215 on April 4, 2004, as approved in a three-year

budget by the City Council in 2002. This—inclades—previously

uth, senior, and

The Baylink Daypass is good for all Vallejo Transit bus service as
well as ferry service. A Baylink Monthly Pass offers a full month of
travel on the ferries, Vallejo Transit buses and San Francisco MUNL
Vallejo Transit provides reciprocal transfers with connecting
operators but this does not extend to the ferry service. Napa and
Benicia provide bus connections to some Baylink trips.

Operating Costs _

Baylink operating costs for FY00-01 were approximately $6 million.
Costs are expected to increase at approximately 3-4% annually
although escalation of fuel prices in 2000-01 has caused an increase
in the cost structure. Costs will increase when additional vessels are
placed in service, with current projections showing increases in
FY03-04 and FY08-09.

The primary determinants of the cost of operating Baylink service
are the operating agreement with Blue & Gold Fleet and the cost of
fuel. The former is based on a three-year agreement, with cost of
living adjustments. The cost of fuel for a vessel is equal to 25-30%
of operating costs, a higher proportion than for landside transit.

The present operating cost is approximately $7 per passenger trip.

As with all Bay Area transit, farebox revenues are insufficient to
cover all costs. However, the Baylink Ferry has demonstrated a
strong financial performance. For fiscal year 1999-2000, operating
cost for the Baylink service was approximately $5.2 million, of which -
$3.75 million came from fare revenue - approximately 72 percent.
The previous year, fare revenues generated approximately 64 percent
of the $4.7 million operating budget. Additional operating support is
derived from TDA revenues and Bridge Toll 5% funds, as well as
several lesser sources. The estimate-for-the FY2000-01 year farebox
recovery ratio was 77.7%.is-ever-86%-_This farebox recovery ratio

90

Solano Comprehensive Transportation Plan
157 October 2004 DRAFT



decreased (0 73.4% in FY2001-02 and to 63.0% in FY2002-03 a5 2
resule of dramatic _economic adjustments in late 2001, and a

reduction of approximately 60,000-jobs in downtown San Francisco.

Capital Costs
The Valloio-SR

! : s~ Vallejo has received commitments

approximately-$16 $45 million of state, federal, Regional Measure 2
and local funding for the design and construction of the intermodal
facility, which is now estimated at $35-52 _million.—rather than-the

; i . Other future projects
include dredging, programmed for every three years, maintenance
facility improvements, and the fourth operating¥ essel ferry .

FERRY PLAN

The recommended ferry plan for Solano County 1s consistent with
the 2010 vision outlined for Vallejo Baylink in Vallejo’s 1999 Short
Range Transit Plan Update. The plan is designed to carry 5,000
weekday ferry and bus passengers between Solno County (Vallejo)
and San Francisco. Approximately 2,000-moming ‘peak period trips
and 2,000 aftemoon/evening peak period trips are expected on a
typical weekday in 2010. This is about double the current Vallejo

Baylink ferry and bus patronage.

Currently, Baylink operates a fleet of three 300-passenger
catamarans. Two vessels are in service at any given time. The third
serves as a backup, to protect the reliability of the schedule, and to
ensure that repairs and preventative maintenance are completed on a
timely basis. Because of the 55-minute travel time in each direction
between the Vallejo Ferry Terminal and the San Francisco Ferry
Building, each vessel can provide a 120-minute headway. A total of
900 seats are currently provided between Vallejo and San Francisco
between 6:00 a.m. and 900 a.m. The vessel assigned to the existing
6:00 am. departure from Vallejo also operates the 8:00 am
departure.
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W

Service Plan

A schedule providing at least 2,000 peak seats requires a minimum
of seven Baylink ferry trips between 530 am. and 900 am
Supplemental buses will be needed to round out available capacity,
given that the eariest and latest trips leaving the Vallejo Ferry
Termunal are unlikely t0 operate at the full capacity of a 300-
passenger boat. A total of four boats (excluding a fifth, the spare) is
sufficient to operate every half hour between 5:30 a.m. and 8:30
a.m., providing 7 trips with 2,100 seats. Buses would fill in at 0:15
and 0:45 minutes past the hour, providing an effective 15-minute
headway between Vallejo and San Francisco during each peak period
(eg- 530 am. 10 9:00 a.m., and 3:30 p.m. to 7:30 p-m.) Ferry service
would be provided every hour midday on weekdays, and houdy all-
day on weekends and holidays.

Buses would provide the added flexibility and capacity needed
during “the peak of the peak” between 6:00 a.m. and 8:00 a.m. and
4:00 p.m. to 6:00 pm. A minimum of one bus would run each
scheduled time between ferries. However, additional buses can be

" added more easily than additional ferry boats and would be cost-

effective if demand warranted. While every additional vessel beyond
the proposed four in daily Baylink seivice (plus a spare) would cost
$10 million to purchase and more than $1,000,000 annually to
operate, bus capital costs for similar capacity would be about $2.5
million. Annual bus operating costs for the same capacity as a boat
would be about $500,000 per year. :

This program would have implications for capital and operating
needs. The following summarizes the program needs required to
supplement the service to achieve this level.

Capital Plan
The ferry service plan will require additional vessels, expanded
maintenance facilities and terminal facility improvements.

Vessels - Vallejo’s SRTP Vision for 2010 envisaged a fleet of five
Vallejo Baylink ferryboats plus supplemental buses, carrying about
5,000 daily passengers. Service life replacement of several boats near
the end of the 25-year Comprehensive Transportation Plan along
with post tea—yearten-year operations, would require additional

boats.
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Maintenance Facility - Significant improvements would be
required, including ovemight mooring slips, fuel storage, equipment,
etc. Estimated cost for this would be $8-10 million (Robbins).

Parking/Intermodal - The: current 700 spaces are planned to be
repliced by a 44001200 space garage plus intermodal
improvements. Total project cost, including extension of Georgia
Street, is estimated to be $5235 million.

With some reduction in the proportion of patrons accessing the
terminal by driving alone (from current 75% of commuters and 44%
of non-commuters to 65% and 35% respectively), total parking
needs for 6,000 daily riders would be expected to be about 1,500 —
1,700 spaces, or 200-466_300-500 in excess of that planned for the
parking structure/intermodal center. Additional interim parking may
be available north of Georgia Street, but it is not clear that long-term
parking for more than 4:400-1,200 spaces will be available without
utilizing street parking. Vallejo is projecting that a monthly pass
would include parking, but that others would pay for daily parking at
-the terminal. This should marginally improve mode split.

Redevelopment and terminal improvements should increase the
number of patrons accessing on foot or bicycle, but increased transit
use is also required. At present, fewer than 100 commuters use bus
as their access mode, about 3-4% of commuters. This is projected to
increase to 12%, or about 240 riders during the morning peak
period. Improved pedestrian access will be provided between the
Vallejo transit/transfer center and the ferry terminal, and additional
regional service from Napa, Benicia, and Fairfield/Suisun City will
be required. Service from Vacaville and Sacramento (perhaps on an
hourly basis to match the basic schedule) would also generate some
transit and ferry wips. This level of service and ridership would
require additional fare equipment, signage, and bicycle storage. A
designated kiss-and-ride area should also be provided.

Operating Needs :

Baylink's operating expenses are projected to average $28,000 per
typical weekday (current dollars) for four boats in regular daily
operation. This calculation projects 20 round trip sailings per day
and an average operating éxpense of $700 per vessel revenue hour of
service. Maintaining Baylink’s FY 2000-01 farebox recovery of 72%
translates into a daily operating subsidy of about $8,000. About $2.5-
$3.0-million in annual subsidies would be needed to support service,

including weekend service.
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The potential to increase off-peak patronage and revenue relating to
off-peak fare programs should be explored.

Benicia Service Strategy

Given the level of service and parking difficulties that may result
from 6,000 daily riders accessing the Vallejo terminal, 2 secondary
commute terminal in Benicia should be considered for the long-term
future. If the Vallejo landside facility capacity. begins to constrain
growth in ferry ridership, a Martinez/Benicia combined ferry, being
studied by the San Francisco Bay Area Water Transit Authority,
might divert 5-10% of Vallejo ferry patronage (a portion of Benicia
based riders). Gost of minimum ferry improvements in Benicia
would be $5-10 million for a dock, minimal terminal, and improving
parking. Land acquisition for 2-3 acres of parking or a patking
structure would increase the cost, and might only be possible at the
Fifth Street site altemnative that has been considered for Benicia.

Non-peak (midday and weekend) service from Benicia would
compete with Vallejo service and take a portion of the market that
would have adverse financial consequences for both services.
Offering peak period only service from Benicia could work in
conjunction with connecting bus transit that would accommodate
patrons returning to Vallejo. The on-going Water Transit Authority
studies will further assess the commute and non-commute potential
for the Benicia service. '

l-N—'FE—RC-I—T—¥—TRANSIT FOR SENIOR AND
DISABLED (PARATRANSIT)

Solano County is experiencin g an aging population, as are similar

metropolitan _regions _throughout the country. The current

rcentage of the Coun ulation over 65 is expected to grow
faster than any other Bay Area county. Solano County residents
with _disabilities are increasingly mobile and using accessible
transportation in record numbers to access services. Between 2000
and 2020, the ADA paratransit eligible population is projected to
more than double. '

The Solano Transportation Authority (STA) considers the mobility
needs of this growing paratransic population a prionity. While there
is a wide range of transportation services available, service gaps

remain due to_changes in traffic conditions, limitations on fixed-
route service, program constraints, and _eligibility [imitations,
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Specifically, there is a growing population of the frail elderly who are
not considered w_be ADA-paratransit_eligible. vet experience

mobility challenges.

Intercity paratransit services in Solano County are provided by

Vallejo Transit and by Fairfield—Suisun Gty Transit. _Benicia, |

Vallejo, Fairfield-Suisun, Dixon and Rio. Vista also operate local
paratransit services. '

- VALLEJO TRANSIT

Vallejo Transit contracts with a private operator to provide door-to-
door ADA paratransit services in the southern portion of the
county. The Runabout service continues to show ridership increases
and the proportion of tip denials due to capacity scheduling
conflicts is creeping up, although still quite low. Approximately 61
percent of the runabout passenger trips are to points within the Gity
of Vallejo. Twelve percent of the passenger taps are between
Benicia and Vallejo and the remaining 27 percent of passenger trips
are to/from Vallejo and Benicia and other points. According to the
most recent Short Range Transit Plan the average subsidy cost per
passenger trip in FY 98/99 was nearly $21. This average cost
includes local as well as intercity trips. The intercity trips are longer
and are more costly to provide. Similar to fixed route bus services,
no Sunday paratransit services are currently provided.

FAIRFIELD-SUISUN TRANSIT (FST)

EST provides intercity paratransit services to the northern portion of
Solano County under contract from STA. Ridership has remained
steady over the past years, hovering around 4,000 annual riders. Cost
per nder served is approximately $25. No Sunday service is
provided.

Requirements of the 1990 Americans with Disabilities
Act (ADA)

The ADA requires wransit operators to provide comparable service
to those unable to use fixed route transit services. Under the ADA
transit operators must provide comparable services as measured -
terms of six criteria:

1. Service area
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Response time
Fares
Service days and hours

Meet request for any trip purpose
No service limitations because of capacity constraints

Due to the high cost of prov1dmg this specialized door-to-door
service many transit operators restrict use to those unable to use
fixed route services. For longer distance trips, transfers from door to
door onto fixed route services-are often required. Commute fixed
route transit services are exempt from the comparable service

requirement.

A O T

RECOMMENDED PLAN

The STA has conducted a study entitled the “Solano County Senior
and Disabled Transit Study.” The Seudy provides an analysis of the
transportation limitations faced by seniors and the disabled in the

. County and lists strategies to address service gaps.

Recommended strategies from the study are organized into short-
term, medium-term and long-term strategies as follows:

SHORT TERM STRATEGIES

® Expand fixed route B driver sensitivity training and
retraining

¢ _Improved-dissemination of bus schedules
¢ Idenufyfieation ef-opportunities for freeing up paratransit

apacr

 _Develop P procedures for same-day medical return trips

Train Ssocial service staff erainingfor-on paratransit limits

and application pre ion

¢ Development of—guidelines to ensure transit-oriented

development
e Promoteione ofdeliveries from markets and pharmacies
¢ Changescheduled transit days
o Expandtmnsithours

S
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Daver Wellness Prosrams

__Develop G casual carpool programs

'IV[EDIUI\'I- TERM STRATEGIES
e Include more Additional low floor buses in future fixed-
' . -
route fleet purchases expansions

s__Improve timed transfers between regional and local services
» _Expand local service to connect Dixon and Vacaville

¢ Consolidate paratransit services

* _Develop Ffeeder services from paratransit to core fixed
routes

¢ Ewvaluate intercounty paratransit service

*__Provide Ppartial subsidy of paratransit fares for low-income
users

o _ Create Sshopper Sshuttles

o _ Create Nnew volunteer driver programs

*_ Provide Free midday ﬁied—rourx: fares on local service for
seniors and the disabled

s __Evening/weekend subsidized taxi service

¢ Provide fixed route Frravel training for seniors
o _ Establish a travel information clearinghouse

LONG-TERM STRATEGIES
¢ _Improve headways on Route 30

* _ Establish Sunday transit and paratransit service

o Convert some paratransit to Flex-route service

» Establish Service from Rio Vista to Pittsbure BART

* _ Create Driver Wellness programs

~The proposed expaasion of the intercity transit services including
limited service on Sunday; will require expansion of ADA paratransit
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services, even though all fixed route transit services in Solano
Gounty are “fully accessible” (lift equipped buses). At present the
ratios of peak deployment intercity service transit vehicles to
intercity paratransit vehicles is about four to one. Four levels of
service increase (linked to furiding for patatransit fixed route service)
are proposed.

YEAR 2030 SERVICE INCREASE/VEHICLE RATIO

| Existing Service 8 vehicles
First Phase - 50% service increase 12 vehicles
Second Phase - 90% service increase 15 vehicles

Third Phase - 120% service increase 17 vehicles
Unconstrained Plan - 230% service increase 26 vehicles

As noted previously a limited trunk Sunday fixed route service is
proposed. Paratransit services would also be required to serve
demands within this service corridor. Where appropriate long

distance trips should be accommodated in coordination with fully

accessible fixed route setvices via transfers. Only ADA eligible riders
should be served by the intercity paratransit service.

Where possible, partnership service should be explored with
medical, government social service agencies and private developers.
For example, Kaiser HMO should participate with the fare subsidy
of its patients and retirement village developers should be urged to
sponsor paratransit services for residents of their projects.

Please refer to the STA’s recently completed “Solano County Senior
and Disabled Transit Study” for more detailed data and
recommendations on the demand and need for expanded paratransit
services over the next 25-30 years.

CINTERCITY  TRANSIT  SUPPORT  SYSTEM

ELEMENTS

Provision of a seamless and accessible transit system will involve
expansion of parkand-ride facilities and upgrading intermodal

transit centers.
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PARK AND RIDE FACILITIES
Existing Conditions

There are about a-dezen-fifteen formal park-and-ride locations in |

Solano County and a number of informal locations (Table 13).
Vallejo maintains a large park-and-ride lot at the ferry terminal and a
smedium size lot at the York and Mann Transit Center. Sutveys
conducted in September 2000 indicated that the Curtols, Suisun
City, and Vacaville’s Regional Transportation Center were full with
some spillover parking on adjacent streets. The Curtola park-and-
ride lot in particular seriously lacks capacity. Since ¢his survey the
economic downtum appears to have slightly reduced demand, but
the Curtola lot continues to be seriously oversubscribed-and—the
Suisun-Gity-lot-also-continues—to-have-overflow-d mand. Typically,
20 to 30 cars are parked at each of the informal Red Top Road and
American Canyon Road I-80 interchange park-and-ride areas.
Commuters also park in private off-street parking lots and along
public streets near popular bus routes.

S¥ns

Since the first Intercity Transit Element was approved in 2002, an
additional approximately 650 park and ride spaces have been or are
‘1n the process of being constructed by the end of 2004,

Future Park and Ride Demands

The future demand for parkand-ride facilities will be determined by
a number of factors. Paramount among these factors will be the
expansion of High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) facilities into the
County, the levels of Single Occupancy Vehicle (SOV) general flow
traffic Jane congestion, the attractiveness of public transit services

and the locational-convenience of the park-and-ride lot locations for

commuters. Several of these key factors will-be-were addressed in
the 1-80/680/780 Transit Corrdor Study proposed—recently
completed by the STA. A major challenge for mtercity bus service
use of HOV lanes historically has been access. HOV lanes tend to
be located in the center median lanes, which are difficult for express
buses to use, since express buses often must make stops at major
freeway interchanges to serve passengers. Some HOV systerns
provide direct HOV only ramps to/from the center median HOV
lanes and minimize these access challenges. Where possible direct
ramps should be considered in the planning of Solano County HOV
facilities. Two specific direct ramps were proposed as part of the I-
80/1-680/1-780 Transit Corridor Study.

Park and Ride Siting Principles
Successful padeand-ride lots are generally located as follows:
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* Upstream of major points of congestion

¢ Upstream of HOV facilities

e Upstream of toll facilities

* At major junctions of transit routes

¢ Upstream for long distance highway segments

* Along intercept paths to freeways, particularly high visibility

sites near freeway

The Curtola park-and-ride site exemplifies most of these criteria and
with the completion of the 180 HOV system between the
CGarquinez Bridge and the Bay Bridge, it will meet all of the criteria.
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Table 13 - SOLANO PARK-AND-RIDE FACILITIES COMMUTER

INFORMATION
City Location Spaces
Benicia East Second St. & East S St. ac I-780 15
Cordelia Green Valley Rd. ac I-80 65
Dixon Market Ln. ac Pitt School Rd. 89100
Dixon B St. at Jackson (Future Capitol Corridor 114
‘ Station}
Fairfield Magellan Gadenasso Dr. near West Texas 400
at I-80 (Phase 1)
Fairfield Cadenasso Dr. near West Texas ar [-80 234
hase 2
Fairfield Kmart at Nosth Texas & Air Base Plwy 48
SusunGty  Main St. at Route 12 80250
Vacaville diffside at I-80 66129
Vacaville Leisure Town Road at1-80 46
Vacaville Davis St. at I-80 250
Vacaville Bella Vista Road and I-80 201
Vallejo Benicia Rd. ac I-80 13
Valkejo Curtola Parkway & Lemon St. at I-80 379
(NW)
Vallejo Curtola Parkway 8 Lemon St. at I-80 64
ey
Vallejo Magazine St. at 1-80 2419
Vallejo Intermodal Center at Mare Island Way & 650
Georgia St.
Total 2977

It should be noted that park-and-ride sites do not need to be owned
and constructed by public agencies, some transit operators
contractually agree to share underutilized weekday private parking
resources. Privately owned parking lots are often not fully utilized
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during time periods needed by commuters (6 am. to 6 p.m. on
weekdays). Shared use agreements can be employed to allow
commuters to use these empty parking spaces. The agreement can
involve community goodwill, advertising benefits - and/or money.
The use of private parking is simplest at locations that do not
require buses to enter the parking lot (on-street loading). Possible
candidates for shared use parking include the Brendan Theater lot in
Vacaville, the Target shopping lot adjacent to the new Fairfield
Transportation Center and private lots in central Rio Vista.

Proposed Major Expansions of Existing Facilities

Major expansions are proposed for the Vallejo Ferry Intermodal
Center and to the Curtola park-and-ride lot. Expansions to the
Suisun City (Amtrak) lot, the Vacaville Regional Transportation
Center lot, the Fairfield Transportation Center lot and Dixon
Downtown lot are also proposed.

'Vallejo Baylink Intermodal Center - Planning has been completed
for the 1, 200 spaces park-and-ride garage to serve expansion of the
Baylink ferry service.

Curtola Park and Ride Lot - Demand for this lot is seriously over
available capacity. It is used by both rideshare commuters and transit
riders and has a near ideal location at the junction of two major
commute corridors. Completion of the westbound I-80 HOV lanes
from the Carquinez Bridge to Highway 4 will further increase

demand and worsen current problems.

The proposed plan is to construct a 1,200-space parking structure on

the west end of the site and to consolidate the bus loading at the
eastern end of the site. A new traffic signal would be installed on
Curtola Parkway to improve access and to allow buses destined 1o
Downtown Vallejo to directly exit onto Curtola Parkway, Currently
these buses must double back o Lemon Street. The increased

parking supply also requires increased doveway access to SUPPOIL. it,
‘Location of bus loading facilities at the eastern end of the site is

proposed to enhance pedestrian accessibility and to increase
visibility. The transit center element of the project is intended to
serve Greyhound buses, which can have long dwell times and
intercity express buses, which only stop long enough to load and

unload passengers. Prepayment of fares could be considered for this
high passenger activity location. Real time passenger information is

h passenger activity location. Real time passenger information is
also_recommended for this site. The parking structure would be
four levels and would be constructed in two phases in order to
minimize parking loss during construction. Access to the PG&FE,
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yard would be mmaintained. The estimated cost for this project is $12

million, During construction of the garace, an interim replacement
facility should be identified. One possibility is the site that is located
on the seuth side of Gurtola Parkway at Sonoma Boulevard.

Fairficld Transportation Center - The recently constructed
garage is successfully operating near its capacity. Phase II of
the project would add a surface lot and expand capacity by 200
spaces. Phase I1I would add an additional 6400 spaces for a total of
1,2000 spaces, (refer to I-80/1-680/1-780 Transit Corridor Study).

Vacaville Regional Transportation Center Street Lot - This loc

presently operates near its capacity. The propesed—_nearby Bella
Vista park-and-ride lot project (nearing completion in fall 2004)

would-will expand capacity at¢his-interchange-and help support
future demands.

Expansion of Suisun City Amtrak Station Lot - Land was

available in the Caltrans right-of- way for expansion of the park

and ride lot. The expansion was complcted in 2003 and hcllx

handle the overflow demand conditions that were occurring as
wcll as support the Capitol Corridor patronage in the future,
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Dixon Downtown Lot — The City has completed Phase I of the
Downtown intermodal project. Demands at this lot will increase
significantly when commuter il service is established to
Sacramento_and Oakland. The tming of the Phase I parking lot

expansion therefore depends on the timing for passenger rail service.
The station concept needs to be reviewed to reflect the UPRR’s

current preferences for station facilies.

New Highway and Bus Transit Oriented Park-and-Ride

Lots
New highway oriented park and nide lots are proposed at:

{-80 Corridor
Based on the 1-80/680/780 Transit Corridor Study, Seven-er

eight—nine new or_expanded long-range parkand-ride lots are

| proposed for the I-80 Corridor to accommodate the projected 2625
2030 transit and rdesharing demands. Two would be located in

Dixon, one twe-in Vacaville, three— three in Fairfield and two in

Vallejo.

e Dixon - North First Street/SR-113

e Dixon- West A Sureet
e Vacaville - Leisure TownRoead Vacaville Intermodal Center

o Vacaville - Nut—Tree—Development Bella Vista Park and

Ride

o Fairfield - North Texas Street

* MM 1 i 4 v

e Fairfield - Red Top Road_(to_replace Green Valley Road
Park and Ride)

o _Fairfield- Fairfield Transportation Center

e Valleo — Tumer Road (near State Route 37__and

Fairgrounds)

¢ Vallejo - Expansion of Curtofa Parkway Park and Ride lot

These new facilities would complement current lots located at Pitt
School Road, Davis Street, iffside Drve, West Texas Street
(Fairtield Transportation Center), Green Valley Road, Benicia Road,
Curtola Patkway and Magazine Street. The North First Street lot and
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West A Street lot would be well located to serve east and west
onented commuters respecuvely from DIXO[L The—Leisufe—Tewa

The Nut Tree site is conveniently located near the junction of I-
50586 and is recommended to be explored as an element of the
proposed redevelopment of the Nut Tree area. The North Texas
Street lot is well located to serve east and north otented commuters
form eastern Fairfield. With the planned reconstruction of the I-680
interchange, opportunities to expand parkeand-ride facilities and
mcorporate direct bus access to it should be explored.

The Red Top Road project would be simply an upgrade and
expansion of the current ad hoc park and ride facility. Establishment

of a park-and-ride facility at Turner Road Opvercrossing (near the SR
37 junction) saght—_should be explored in conjunction with-the

retail pro @sals being developed on a

portion of the fairgrounds.
Should this not prove feasible a park-and-ride lot

“train-station-stop.
should be explored along SR 37 between SR 29 and Wilson Avenue.

1-680 Corridor
Two new park-and-ride lots are proposed for the I-680 Corridor.

¢  Gold Hill Road (Fairfield)

e Vista Point and Benicia Intermodal Center near Lake
Herman Road

The Gold Hill Road site would serve commuters in the Cordelia area
southbound on I-680. The Benicia Intermodal site near Lake
Herman Road is seen as the initial phase of development leading to
establishment of a passenger rail station at this location. Improved
access from I-680 is desired in conjunction with this project.

1-780 Corridor
In addition to the Benicia Intermodal site—which site that serves
commuters in this corridor, a—three new pardkcand-nde lots are

recommended along the I 780 Comdor*le&sedraf Rﬁse—Dﬂve—&ﬂé

o _West Military and Southampton
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e Columbus Parkway and Rose Drive

e  FEast H Street

SR-12 Corridor
Fwo-Three park-and-ride lots are proposed for the Rio Vista and

Suisun Gity segment sof State Route 12.

e Rio Vista - State Route 12 and Church Street

e Rio Vista - Downtown near Main Street

e Suisun Gity - SR 12 near Walters Road (to serve the new
residents along Walters Road and the Lawler Ranch areas)

The Church Street lot would serve residents located in the westside
of the Gty and the Main Street site would serve residents located
closer to downtown. Commuters prefer to use lots located near their
home. The Main Street lot could be a shared use lot by an agreement
with prvate property owners. The new Suisun City lot could-also
provide a stop for express bus service to the Suisun City Amtrak
train station and other commuter destinations.

INTERMODAL BUS TRANSIT ORIENTED CENTERS

The proposed intercity bus service plan described in Chapter 2,
could be most attractive to passengers if delays at interchange bus
stops could be minimized without the loss of pedestrian and local
feeder bus access connections to the freeway intercity bus stops.
Desirably the freeway bus stops should function much like station
stops serving passenger rail services. Figure 8 in Chapter 2 identifies

desired locations for bus station stops. These locations include:

o 1-80 and North First Street n Dixon
. {1505 i
o 1-80 and Davis Street and Allison/Ulatis in Vacaville

o 1-80 and North Texas in Fairfield

o 1-80 and West Texas in Faitfield Transportation Center

106

173 Solano Comprehensive Transportation Plan
October 2004 DRAFT



e Red Top Road in Fairfield
- o 1-80 and I-680 in Cordelia
e 1-80 and I-780/ Curtola in Vallejo
e  1-680 and Industrial Park and Lake Herman Road in Benicia

¢ 1-780 in Downtown Benicia

On going planning for the I-80/1-680/SR-12 interchange located in
Fairfield should specifically explore opportunities to integrate an
express bus transit center into its design. The North Connector
Road appears 1o provide the best opportunity for this new transit
hub. This location could efficiently serve most all of the proposed
new intercity routes including the new Highway 12 bus route and
new Sacramento express bus route.

INTERMODAL FERRY AND RAIL CENTER FACILITIES

Solano County presently has one passenger rail station and one ferry
terminal. The City of Fairfield and Gity of Vacaville are in the
process of planning a second passenger rail station working with the
STA. As described in the “ Ferry Services™ section, the Baylink ferry
terminal in Vallejo is planned for major improvements, which
include added parking and bus transit interface improvements.
Planning for the expansion of the parking facilities at the Suisun City
Station is also well advanced.

Fairfield/Vacaville Intermodal Train Station

Conceptual planning has advanced for development of a station at
the Peabody Road crossing of the Capitol Corridor/ UPRR tracks.
Recent direction from the UPRR appears to require increased-costs
a center plarform for the station development. Revised track plans
were submitted to the Union Pacific in fall 2004.

Benicia Intermodal Train Station

Development of a new train station near Lake Herman Road
appears to have promising patronage potential. A stadon at this
location was rated to be as promising as the Fairfield/ Vacaville site,
except it required a longer period of time for development. Thus,
once the new Fairfield/Vacaville station is completed and
demonstrates its patronage success, advancement of the Benicia
Station should follow—, The City of Benicia is considering alternate
site locations for this project.
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Dixon Intermodal Train Station

STA is coordinating with Sacramento area agencies exploration of
the feasibility of commuter rail services between:
Solane-GeuntyOakdand and Sacramento. This service and perhaps
Capitol Comdor passenger rail service potentially could serve the
new Dixon Intermodal Transportation Center, which is now under

development.

Benicia Intermodal Ferry Terminal
| +:The Gity of Benicia has indicated an interest in new ferry service to
the Downtown watedront. Between $5 and $10 million is estimated
o be required to provide a viable ferry dock downtown. The Water
Transit Authority is reportedly investigating the potential and
improvement dock needs in Benicia.

FARRPENDDCA-POLICY-OBJECTIVES
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Agenda Item VIL.D
December 1, 2004

DATE: November 11, 2004

TO: SolanoLinks Intercity Transit Consortium
FROM: Mike Duncan, Director for Projects

RE: STIP-TIP Financial Constraint

Background:
The Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) is the primary spending plan for federal

funding expected to be available to the Bay Area or any other specific region. The
Metropolitan Transportation Commission prepares the TIP for the Bay Area every two
years based upon information available from the state and the federal government
regarding the projected availability of funding. The TIP must be financially constrained;
that is, project funding by fiscal year must coincide with the projected availability of
funds.

Due to the state budget crisis and the impacts on transportation funding, in August 2003,
after the legislature approved the governor’s FY 2003-04 State Budget, the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) declared all TIPs in California financially
unconstrained and froze the TIPs until each region could demonstrate financial
reconstraint with respect to the State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) and
the Traffic Congestion Relief Program (TCRP) funding.

In February 2004, MTC was the first of only four regions in California to “reconstrain”
the TIP. This action allowed the region to proceed with formal TIP amendments (which
were needed for $300 million in FTA actions), while other regions were unable to
approve any formal amendments from August 2003 through the adoption of their 2005
TIPs in October 2004. MTC was able to reconstrain the TIP by moving the funding for
some projects to later fiscal years to coincide with transportation funding estimates in the
governor’s budget.

Discussion:
Due to the ongoing state budget problems, the FHWA may once again determine that the
TIP is no longer financially constrained if some or all of the following should occur:
e The California Transportation Commission (CTC) continues to defer FY 2004-05
allocations;
¢ the Governor delays the Transportation Investment Fund (TIF) transfer to the
State Highway Account (SHA) once again in the FY 2005-06 budget;
e the legal challenge to AB 687 (Indian gaming funding) results in an unfavorable
decision for the State;
~e funds as a result of the Indian gaming bonds and the ethanol fix end up in the
SHOPP rather than the STIP;
e and/or the CTC defers part or all of the FY 2005-06 STIP allocations.
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MTC staff has proposed a strategy to preempt what appears to be inevitable and to
reconstrain the Bay Area TIP while the TIP Air Quality Conformity Analysis is
underway in conjunction with adoption of T-2030. Although the outcome of several of
the funding uncertainties identified above will not be known until the adoption of the FY
2005-06 State Budget and STIP Fund Estimate in August 2005, there is high probability
that impacts to transportation funding will once again cause the FHWA to determine that
the TIP is not financially constrained. Since MTC will not be performing another Air
Quality Conformity Analysis until the 2007 TIP update in July 2006, MTC staff is
proposing to shift STIP funding in the TIP now to align the funding closer to what may
actually be available, using the Air quality conformity analysis currently underway for T-
2030. By doing so, MTC can show a financially constrained TIP and be able to move
forward with formal TIP amendments as needed. MTC staff has consulted with FHWA,
Caltrans HQ Federal Programming and CTC staff, and received tentative approval of this
proposed strategy.

This overall strategy proposes to move all STIP funds in FY 2004-05 to FY 2005-06 of
the TIP (except GARVEE, Caltrans Right of Way, Caltrans Support and Transportation
Enhancement funds), move the FY 2005-06 STIP funds into FY 2006-07 (except
GARVEE and TE) and move an amount equivalent to the displaced FY 2005-06 funds
from FY 2006-07 to FY 2007-08. Basically the impacted STIP funds in the TIP will be
reduced to Zero in FY 2004-05, cut 50% in FY 2005-06, and held at the current adopted
STIP amount in FY 2006-07.

MTC staff limited projects for movement from FY 2006-07 into FY 2007-08 to those
projects that already have local funding on the project (including RM-2 funds) that can be
used prior to the STIP funds, thus allowing the project to remain in the three years of the
TIP (FY 2004-05 through FY 2006-07). Should STIP funds become available sooner
than expected (extremely unlikely), only an administrative TIP amendment would be
needed to change the fund source so the STIP funds are available earlier. Both FHWA
and Caltrans HQ Federal Programming agree only an administrative TIP amendment
would be needed to change the fund source.

CTC staff has assured MTC that these actions for the TIP will not impact the priorities of
the programming of the funding in the STIP since MTC is not proposing to move any
funds in the STIP - just in the TIP for financial constraint purposes only. This action will
not impact the priority, deliverability or fundability of these projects, as these projects
will remain in the three years of the TIP and may be allocated/advanced at any time.

The two attachments (one for the RTIP and one for the ITIP) show the proposed changes
as shaded areas as will be reflected in the reconstrained TIP. The STIP is not being
changed by this proposal.

For Solano County, the following projects have been adjusted to reconstrain the TIP:
*  Westbound HOV lane, SR 29 to Carquinez Bridge
o Vallejo Ferry Terminal Parking
o North Connector
e Bahia viaduct track and bridge upgrade
o Fairfield-Vacaville Rail Station.
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The HOV lane project was moved one year to coincide with the delay of the HOV lane
project in Contra Costa County from the Carquinez Bridge to SR 4. The other projects
have other funding, including RM-2 funding, to advance the projects until the STIP funds
become available.

Recommendation:
Informational.

Attachments
A. 2004 STIP Approved by STA Board in April 2003
B. Adjustments to RTIP Projects
C. Adjustments to ITIP Projects
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Agenda Item VILE
December 1, 2004

DATE: November 11, 2004

TO: SolanoLinks Intercity Transit Consortium

FROM: Mike Duncan, Director for Projects

RE: Regional Measure 2 (RM 2) Update and Revisions

Background:
Regional Measure 2 (RM 2) establishes the Regional Traffic Relief Plan and identifies

specific transit operating assistance and capital projects and programs eligible to receive
RM 2 funding. Due to a restriction in Federal law that prevents using tolls for transit
operating from bridges receiving Federal funds, the Metropolitan Transportation
Commission (MTC) has been unable to authorize RM 2 funds for transit operations.

Discussion:

In order to address the Federal restriction on using bridge tolls for transit operation, MTC
requested legislative relief from Congress. The delay of the TEA-21 Reauthorization
effectively killed this legislative relief for 2004.

MTC proceeded with a request to the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) to
provide an alternative “administrative” method for providing the transit operating funds
by using only tolls generated from the five bridges in the Bay Area that do not receive
Federal funds. In October, the FHWA, with concurrence from the Federal Transit
Administration (FTA), approved the request to allow the use of toll revenues from non-
federalized toll bridges to be used for transit operations. This approval allows MTC to
begin meeting the requirements of SB 916 (the RM 2 implementing legislation) for
allocating RM 2 funds to transit operations.

RM 2 provides up to $3.4M per year for transit operations in the Express Bus North pool,
including funds for Vallejo Transit and Fairfield-Suisun Transit. Vallejo Transit has
submitted a proposal for $1.827M in RM 2 transit operating assistance for expanded I-80
Express Bus Service and Fairfield-Suisun Transit has submitted a proposal for $107,875
to expand the I-680 Route 40 service to include mid-day service. Both requests are
currently under review by MTC. The details for the RM 2 Transit Operating Support
Programs are shown in Attachment A.

MTC staff has also been developing Performance Measures for transit operators to
evaluate the effectiveness of transit routes receiving RM 2 operating funds. These
Performance Measures are required by the RM 2 legislation (SB 916). The performance
measures have been reviewed by transit operators over the past-few months and are now
ready to be incorporated into the RM 2 Policies and Procedures. Attachment B identifies
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these performance measures and incorporates them into the Policies and Procedures
through revisions to MTC Resolution No. 3636.

Recommendation:
Informational.

Attachments:
A. Proposed RM 2 Operating Support Program for Regional Express Bus
B. RM 2 Policies and Procedures Revisions and Addition of RM 2 Performance

Measures for Transit Operating
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ATTACHMENT A

METR OP OTLITAN Jaxeoh P Best MeiraCenver
o1 1 rrce-
THANSPORTANTION 101 Fighth Strees
Ueklard, (A 94607700
COMMISSION Tk 510,565,766

TOD/TTV. $1:.464.776%
SEN 314617309

Memorandum
TO: Partnership Technical Advisory Committee DATE: November 8, 2004
-FR: Vince Petrites » W. L

RE: Proposed RM-2 Operating Support Program for Regional Express Bus (REB) and Owl services.

Background

Regional Measure 2 (RM-2) provides for operating support for regional express bus services and for
Owl service along the BART corridors, in the following amounts:

Express Bus North — $3,400,000
Express Bus South - $6,500,000
Owl Service - $1,800,000

In addition to the above, $2, 100,000 is available to support Golden Gate Transit’s Route 40 across the
Richmond-San Rafael Bridge, and $390,000 is available for Napa Vine service to the Vallejo
Intermodal Terminal.

'MTC staff has worked with the affected operators to develop operating assistance programs for these -
services.

Regional Express Bus

In 2000, MTC received a $40 million grant from the state Traffic Congestion Relief Program (TCRP)
for the purchase of buses to be used in a regional express bus program. 94 buses were purchased with
this grant, and an operating assistance program was developed that would provide regional operating
assistance to these routes for an initial five-year period. The regional assistance provided could be as

- much as 65% of the operating cost for the first two years of service. The regional subsidy would taper
off over the next three years, and the route was expected to be self-sufficient after 5 years.

With the passage of RM-2 providing an ongoing subsidy source for express buses, it seemed logical to
try to develop a single Regional Express Bus Program encompassing both existing TCRP routes and
newly proposed RM-2 routes — with all of these routes being subject to the same performance
standards and subsidy requirements.
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REB and Owl Service Memo - | : Page 2

Proposal: Develop a Comprehensive Regional Express Bus Program.

- The Proposal has two elements: : _

1. RM-2 will be programmed as an ongoing subsidy to new services and TCRP routes which meet
the performance standards as proposed in MTC Resolution No. 3636, Revised — slated for
Commission action in November. Feeder services to express routes and existing non-TCRP
services are not eligible. ' '

2. Maintain commitment to Transitional TCRP Routes - Any TCRP routes which drop out
because of an inability to meet the performance standards will be supported under the existing
ramp-down policy as established in MTC Resolution No. 3438, Revised.

The Proposal is based on the following assumptions: -
* RM-2 Base Subsidy for a route is equal to the RM-2 subsidy provided in the first full fiscal year
of service (RM-2 Subsidy = Operating Cost — Fares — Local/Other Support)
* For TCRP routes, the local support base is the amount provided in FY 2004-05
* RM-2 subsidy can increase a maximum of 1.5% per year; this escalation would cease when the
~overall limit of 38% of annual RM-2 revenues for operations was reached.
‘¢ - RM-2 subsidy available only to routes which can realistically project compliance with
performance standards. . ' ' -
* RM-2 farebox ratio performance standard for express bus routes is a minimum 30% for peak-
period service, or 20% for all-day routes, per MTC’s proposed RM-2 Performance Measures.
“The performance measures are slated to be finalized in November 2004. '

Draft Program:
The draft programs (both North and South) are shown in Table A.

In the North Program, Vallejo submitted a new proposal to augment its express routes in the [-80 ,
corridor. The proposed program also includes the TCRP routes in this area which are either underway
or about to start. The operators’ projected budgets show compliance with the proposed performance
measures by Year 3. However, if any routes fail to achieve the standards, MTC policy calls for review
by the Commission, development of a corrective action plan, and possible redirection of the operating
support to more productive service. The North Program is essentially fully subscribed.

In the Souith Program, AC Transit has proposed a number of enhancements to their Bay Bridge
TransBay routes, as well as an extension to their Line M across the San Mateo Bridge. There are three
AC Transit TCRP routes proposed for ongoing funding with RM-2 funds. The San Mateo.Bridge and

- Fremont-Stanford routes are currently operating with CMAQ funds which are not part of the TCRP
program; the RM-2 funds would be used after these sources are exhausted.

Two TCRP routes (SamTrans Millbrae-East Palo Alto service and LAVTA’s Route 70) are not
included in the RM-2 program because current budget projections do not indicate compliance with the
- farebox standard. These routes will continue to be subsidized with CMAQ and STA funds under the
current TCRP policy, with the regional subsidy ramp]in§9down over the five-year period.
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Finally, there is one new route which we are stll considering. AC Transit had proposed extending part
of its LA service to Hercules. WestCat has suggested other options for this corridor. Further
discussion is needed before we can develop a recommendation.

The South Program has unused capacity of about $855,000 (this includes the amount under discussion
for the Hercules corridor). We will be working with eligible operators to define additional services for
the remainder of this program.

Owl Service

-RM-2 provides $1.8 million for Owl service in the BART corridors. Although the tentative program in
the legislation focused on the East Bay, we have worked with the operators to develop the following
program which encompasses the entire BART network.

Framework:

e _Hourly bus service to be provided between Midnight and 4 A M weekdays, 6 A.M. Saturdays,
and 8 A M. Sundays for the area covered by the BART network. :

¢ - AC Transit would cover its service area (including Union City) and the TransBay connection;

- CCCTA would cover Pitisburg/BayPoint to downtown Oakland; LAVTA would run from
. Bayfair to Dublin/Pleasanton; MUNI would cover San Francisco, and SamTrans would run
- from Millbrae/SFO. to Daly City and then on to the TransBay Termninal.

* Timed transfers at Bayfair (between LAVTA and AC Transit), downtown Oakland (between
AC Transit locals/TransBay and CCCTA), and the TransBay Terminal (between AC
TransBay, MUNI, and SamTrans).

_* An ADA paratransit reserve would reimburse operators for any ADA trips attributable to the

Owl service.

First Year Subsidy Split:

Operator | Subsidy

AC Transit 838,000
CCCTA 290,015
LAVTA 97,200
MUNI 184,730
SamTrans |} 368,160
ADA paratransit reserve 21,895
Total 1,800,000

Anticipated Timeline:
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We are currently working with the operators to define a fare/transfer structure and resolve remaining
- operational issues. Assuming limited issues on environmental clearance, the service should be operating
by June 2005. ' '

Next Steps

If the group is supportive, the recommendation, as well as related policy changes to existing TCRP
policies, will be forwarded to the MTC Programming & Allocations Committee in December for
approval. Operating allocations for Express Bus could begin in January, and for Owl service in March

J:\COMMITTE\_Pannership\Partnership Finance\Joint Working' Groups Admin\Agenda Items\2004\November (no meeting, just
stuff)\Proposed RM2 REB and Owl programs.doc
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ATTACHMENT B

METROPOLITAN Joseph P. Bort MewroCenter

TRANSPORTATION tot Eghmsmet
Oukland, CA 946074700
COMMISSION Tel: 510.464.7700

TDD/TTY: 510.464.7769
Fax: 510.464.7848

- Memorandum
TO: Programming and Allocations Committee DATE: November 10, 2004

FR: Executive Director

RE: RM2 Poliéies and Procedures Revisions and Addition of RM2 Performa_nce Measures for Transit
Operating; MTC Resolution No. 3636, Revised

Background ,

The MTC Commission approved the Regional Measure 2 (RM2) Policies and Procedures on June 23,
2004, following the passage of the measure by voters in March 2004. Subsequently, the Commission
began allocating Regional Measure 2 Bridge Toll funds to projects in July 2004, in accordance with the
adopted Policies arid Procedures (MTC Resolution 3636). This month, staff is recommending an
amendment to. the Policies and Procedures to add the RM2 performance measures for transit operating
projects and to make several minor technical amendments to the policy. '

Proposed Performances Measure for Transit Operations : :

MTC staff kicked off its discussion of performance measures for RM?2 transit operating projects in July
2004. Since July, there have been consultations with both the Partnership Technical Advisory
Committee (PTAC) and the MTC Advisory Council on the draft performance measure policy. Both
PTAC and the MTC Advisory Council were supportive of the policy. Because the performance
measures must be in place prior to approving any operating allocations, staff is presenting a
recommendation to the Committee this month that, if approved, will allow operating allocations to move
forward now that the “federalization” issue has been resolved.

By way of background, RM2 — approved by the voters in March 2004 — included 36 capital projects
and 14 discrete planning and operating projects meant to reduce congestion in the bridge corridors.
The table below summarizes the operating and planning projects ideritified in the legislation. It was a
significant feature of the ballot measure to include operating funds for the RM2 transit expansion
projects to ensure sustainability of the new services. '

‘S&HC " - Project Description - * Anmual Amount ~ Escalation Rate
30914(d) L e e Ist Year of Funding I
Project # S R Unless Otherwise Noted

. , : (S in millions)
1 Golden Gate Express Bus Service over the 2.1 1.5%
Richmond Bridge (Route 40)
2 Napa Vine service terminating at Vallejo ' 0.39 1.5%]
Intermodal terminal
3 Regional Express Bus North Pool (Carquinez, 34 1.5%
and Benicia Bridge)
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- Page3

' Additionally, there was consideration of the administrative ease and transparency for monitoring the
performance measures on an annual basis. This consideration is important in that the performance
measures must be verifiable by an independent auditor on an annual basis, according to RM2.

Performance Measure Polzcy Recommendation
‘Appendix B, Part 5 to MTC Resolution No. 3636, Revised details the spec1ﬁc provisions of the RM2
performance measures. In summary, the primary features of the proposed policy are as follows
 Establish performance measures for farebox recovery and a ridership target. -
o For farebox recovery ratio, transit operators are required to meet the following
thresholds dependm -on type and mode of service. :

» .
d 3

Peak Serv1ce 40% 35% 30%
{ All Day Service 30% 25% 20%
Owl Service N/A - NA ' - 10%

o For ridership, transit operators must in general demonstrate a positive annual change in
passengers per revenue hour. To account for economic downturmns, a negative value
‘will be allowed up to the percent change in Transportation Development Act revenues.
¢ . For feeder services to transbay transit services, require that a system-wide
performance measure rather than a route-specific target is met. Two projects — the -

-~ Muni Third Street Rail Line and the AC Transit Enhanced Bus along Telegraph/ International
Blvd./East 14* — are feeder services. The focus of the RM2 funds for these projects, therefore,
is to strengthen the feeder network to the other transbay transit services. The system-wide
performance will be as established under state law for receiving TDA, State Transit Assistance
(STA), and AB 1107 funding.

o Exempt projects that are not transit operations from the performances measures. This
exemption applies to two projects — the TransLink® and Water Transit Authority planning

~ program.

¢ Provide a two-year ramp-up period for the operators to meet the service. The third year
of service, therefore, will be the first year that adherence to the established perfonnance
measure is required.

e Consultation with project sponsor and Commission action if performance is not met. If
an operating program cannot achieve its performance measures, the sponsor will develop a
corrective action plan for presentation to the Commission. The Commission will hold a public
hearing concerning the project. After the hearing, the Commission may vote to modify the
program’s scope, decrease its level of funding, or to reassign all of the funds to another or an
addmonal project. These are statutory requirements of RM2.

Minor Technical Amendments

MTC staff is also proposing technical amendments to the policies and procedures for both the operating
and capital programs. The proposed amendments are technical amendments focused on clarifying the
current policies. The overall intent of the policy remains the same.
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The following changes-are being proposed: .

* Delegation of Autherity to the Execuitive Director to grant monthly invoicing exceptions;

* Technical modifications to the Capital Program’s Resolution of Project Compliance;

*  Technical modifications to the Operating Program’s Resolution of Project Compliance,
Operating Assistance Proposal, and Certification of Assurances;

* Addition of an allocation request, work plan and estimated budget form to the project sponsor
allocation request process; ,

* Requirement of detailed documentation for the mark-up rate in lieu of a mark-up rate cap for
implementing agency staff costs; '

¢ Addition of a policy to require a specified useful life for vehicle procuremerit projects;

* Revision to the conduct of the performance measure audits policy to allow project sponsors to
conduct the audits as directed by MTC; and _

¢ Amendment to language about RM2 transit operating to state that the federal agencies have
approved the use of toll revenues from the non-federalized bridges for transit operating
assistance.

All proposed changes to the RM2 Policies and Procedures are detailed in the Attachment A to MTC
Resolution No. 3636, Revised, shown in strikeout and underline format.

Recommendation . : -
Staff recommends that the Programming and Allocations Committee forward Resolution Nos. 3636,

Revised including the RM2 Performance Measures to the Commission for approval.

Steve Hemninger

SH:AB

JASECTION\ALLSTAFF\Resolution\TEMP-RES\M T Cttm p-3636.doc
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RM2 Regional Traffic Relief Plan
Policies and Procedures

Attachment A
MTC Resolution No. 3636
Revised: 11/17/04

Policies and Procedures
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Section 1 — General Provisions

Background :

On March 2, 2004, voters passed Regional Measure 2 (RM2), raising the toll for all vehicles on the
seven State-owned toll bridges in the San Francisco Bay Area, by $1.00. This extra dollar is to fund
various transportation projects within the region that have been determined to reduce congestion or to
make improvements to travel in the toll bridge corridors, as identified in SB 916 (Chapter 715, Statutes
'of 2004). Specifically, RM2 estabhshes the Regional Traffic Relief Plan and identifies specific capltal
‘projects and programs and transit operating assistance eligible to receive RM2 funding as identified in
Sections 30914(c) & (d) of the California Streets and Highways Code.

The following serve as the general provisions in the management of RM2 funding.

Fund Management

The collection of toll revenue is estimated at present time to equal $125 million annually, after costs of
administering RM2. An annual limit of up to 38 percent, a funding cap estimated to be reached in 2015,
is made available for those operational elements of RM2. In addition, costs to administer the program
are an annual drawdown on the revenue. Finally, first year costs include the required reimbursements to
counties for the costs of administering the RM2 ballot measure as part of the March 2nd 2004 general
election, as well as the 4-month discount from July 2004 through October 2004 to encourage more
users to sign up for FasTrak, the Bay Area’s electronic toll collection system.

Program Financing Costs
It is the intent of the Commission to implement those projects and programs outlined in Streets and
Highways Code Section 30914 (c) and (d), to the funding amounts designated.

The cost of bonding and financing associated with RM2, including interest payments shall be
considered a program cost and shall be identified in the annual RM2 Budget as the first priority
repayment. The financing costs are not predicted to reduce the overall funding level available to

projects and programs.

Metropolitan Transportation Commission Ea&cg 4 June23;2004November 17. 2004 I
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Funding Exchanges
Generally, the exchange of RM2 funding with other types of finding from projects not identified in
RM2 shall not be allowed, nor shall projects be substituted.

Matchmg Funds

A local match is not required for RM2 funds. Funds other than RM2 funds identified in the ﬁnancml
plan must be available at the time of allocation. Reg10nal Measure 2 funds can be used as the match
for federal fund sources requiring a norr federal match.

Public Involvement Process

The capital improvement projects and operating assistance for transit services identified for funding in
RM2 are established by state legislation (Senate Bill 916, Chapter 715, Statutes of 2004) approved by
the voters on March 2, 2004. In accordance with the legislation as approved by the voters, the Bay
Area Toll Authority (BATA) is the financial manager for RM2 funds, whose responsibilities include the
preparation of financial plans, the i issuance of debt financing, and the disbursal of funds to project -
sponsors. The Metropolitan Transportatlon Commission is the program and project coordinator, whose
-responsibilities include reviewing project applications, programming and allocating funds to-specific
projects, and monitoring project delivery. In some cases, MTC also serves as the project sponsor, for
_the regional Transit Connectivity Study, as well as certain regional customer service projects, such as
the Transit Commuter Benefits promotion, the Real Time Transit information program, and
mplementation of TransLink®. v

Generally; in conducting its review and approval responsibilities stipulated under RM2, MTC will
adhere to its public participation policies as outlined in MTC Resolution No: 2648, MTC’s Policy and
Procedures on Public Involvement.

Specific statutory provisions require further that as part of its annual assessment of the status of
programs and projects under RM2, MTC may make a finding that a program or project cannot be
completed or cannot continue due to financing or delivery obstacles making the continuation of the
program or project unrealistic. MTC may then determine that the funding will be reassigned. Under
these circumstances, the Commission shall hold a public hearing on the project after consultation with
the program or project sponsor. The process outlined in MTC’s Policy and Procedures on Public
Involvement for notification of actions at BATA, Commission, and committee meetings will be adhered
to. After the hearing, the Commission may vote to modify the program or the project’s scope, decrease
its level of finding, or reassign all of the funds to another or an additional regional transit program or
project in the same corridor.

Indemnification of MTC

* The sponsor shall indemnify and hold harmless MTC, its Commissioners, officers, agents, and
employees from any and all claims, demands, suits, loss, damages, injury, and/or liability, direct or
indirect, incurred by reason of any act or omission of sponsor, its officers, agents, employees, and
subcontractors, under or in connection with the RM2 program. Sponsor agrees at its own cost,
expense, and risk, to defend any and all claims, actions, suits, or other legal proceedings brought or

Metropolitan Transportation Commission fm 5 June-23.2004November 17. 2004
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- mstituted against MTC, its Commissioners, officers, agents, and empioyees, or any of them, arising out
~of such act or omission, and to pay and satisfy any resulting judgments.

Metropolitan Transportation Commission P2a6616 June-23;2004November 17, 2004



RM2 Regional Traffic Relief Plan ! : Attachment A
- Policies and Procedures _ : - MTC Resolution No. 3636
: ~ Revised: 11/17/04

Section 2 — Capital Program Guidance

Background

Projects eligible to receive funding from the Capital Program of the Regional Measure 2 (RM2)

Regional Traffic Relief Plan are those projects identified to receive fundmg under Section 30914(c) of
- the California Streets and Highways Code (S&HC).

RM2 requires sponsors with projects listed in Section 30914(c) of the S&HC to submit an Initial

. Project Report (IPR) to MTC before July 1, 2004. These reports must be updated and submitted to
MTC annually or as requested by MTC. The Commission will consider approval of the report, or an

updated report, in conjunction with the allocation of funds. At a minimum, the IPR will need to be

updated with new and/or revised information prior to each allocation.

Project sponsors shall not receive reimbursement of costs incurred prior to MTC approval of the
allocation of funding. Final allocation decisions will be subject to the availability of funds.

Useable Segment/ Deliverable Product

RM2 funds for capital projects will be allocatcd with the specific intent of achieving a product.

Deliverable products shall be considered as:

* A completed planning or transit study/ environmental decision/ project approval documentation
when allocating to the environmental phase;

e The final design package including contract documents when allocating to the final design phase

» Title to property/ easements/ rights of entry / possession or utility relocation when allocating to the
tight of way phase;

* A completely constructed improvement (or vehicle acquisition/ rehabilitation) avaxlable for public
usage when allocating to the construction phase.

The ability of the product to be completed will be taken into consideration when the Commission
allocates funds to the project. Any impediments to achieving the specific product shall be brought to the
attention to the Commission in the Initial Project Report and through quarterly progress reports
submitted by the project sponsor. If in the opinion of the Commission, impediments are such that the
required product is unachievable, the Commission may wﬂ:hhold allocations, or withhold relmbursements
on previously allocated funds.

The expenditure of RM2 funds for any phase of the project must lead to making available to the public a
useable or operable segment in accordance with the legislative intent. Any additional funds required to
fully fund the project must be identified in the uncommitted funding plan of the Initial Project Report
(IPR). If the RM2 revenues are funding only a phase or segment of a larger project, it must be
demonstrated that the RM2 deliverable phase or segment is fully funded with committed funds.

Metropolitan Transportation Commission fﬁgf 7 Jure23,2004November 17, 2004 I
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- In general, allocations will be made to the project a phase at a time. Exceptions to this will be
- considered; however, the Commission will strive to minimize funding risks in making allocation
exceptions.

Authority to Expend

If a project or project component is ready for implementation earlier than RM2 ﬁmdmg is avallable the
sponsor may request an allocation of funds covering eligible expenditures with deferred reimbursement.
A commitment of the funding may be made by the Commission including a determination of when the
funds will be available. This action will be taken with the concurrence of the project sponsor; otherwise,
the sponsor may elect to wait for an allocation until such time revenues are available. The sponsors will
proceed at their own expense. The sponsor shall adhere to the policies and procedures governing
allocations and reimbursements. This deferred reimbursement is similar in concept to the Federal
Highway Administration’s (FHWA)’s Advance Construction (AC) authorization, or the Federal Transit
Administration’s (FTA)’s pre-award authority or the California Transportatlon Commission’s (CTC)’s
AB 3090 approval.

The project sponsor must obtain the Commission’s approval of the allocation and description of eligible
costs prior to incurring costs. Once the Commission approves the allocation, the sponsor may proceed
with eligible expenditures, with the allocation conditioned on the deferred reimbursement for eligible

costs, in accordance with the allocating resolution. Project sponsors.cannot receive reimbursement of
costs incurred prior to MTC approval of the allocation of funding. Project sponsors shall proceed solely
at their own risk in advertising, opening bids, or awarding a contract prior to an allocation of RM2
funds. The advertising, bid opening, or awarding of a contract by the sponsor shall in no way prejudice
the Commission into making an allocation they deem is unsuitable. Final allocation decisions will be

- subject to the availability of funds.

Initial Project Report (IPR)

Project sponsors with projects identified to receive funding under Section 30914(c) of the S&HC are
required to submit an Initial Project Report (IPR) to MTC before July 1, 2004. The project sponsor is
required to submit an updated report to MTC at least annually, by June 30™ of each year. The first
annual update will be due to MTC no later than June 30, 2005. The updated information will be
considered for inclusion in the RM2 annual report. An updated report must be submitted as needed or
as requested by MTC; at a minimum, sponsors must submit an updated IPR with any funding allocation
request. The Commission will consider approval of the report, or updated report, in conjunction with
the allocation of funds.

This report shall include all information required to describe the project in detail, including identification of
lead sponsor, the status of any environmental documents relevant to the project, additional funds required
to fully fund the project, the amount, if any, of funds expended to date, a summary of any impediments to
the completion of the project, a detailed financial plan, and notification to the Commission if the project
sponsor will request toll revenues within the subsequent 12 months (next fiscal year). Specific information
on the Initial Project Report format is included in Appendix A. |
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Allocation Process _ : :
The allocation process for RM2 capital projects shall consist of funding agreements with sponsors
- accompanied by evidence of local support, local agreement to conditions, and local certification of
absence of legal impediments and local indemnification of the Commission. Under S&HC 30914(e),
MTC can enter into a memorandum of understanding between itself and a capital project sponsor
addressing specific requirements to be met prior to the allocation of finds. These agreements are to be
executed through a process of project sponsor govemmg board certification followed by Commission -
- allocation action.

For capital projects, an IPR as outlined in S&HC 30914(6) and detailed in Appendix A shall be
prepared and adopted by the governing Board prior to MTC approval of the IPR and allocation of
funds.

In lieu of a separate funding agrezment, the sponsor will be expected to certify through an action of its
governing board that certain conditions are acknowledged and will be adhered to. General conditions
required in that certification are outlined below. As well, a listing of the types of project specific
-conditions is included.

Along with the certification of conditions from the project sponsor govering board and the IPR, the
sponsor will need to provide evidence that the other fund sources contributing toward that project phase
‘are committed. The essential test to be met is when the project sponsor requests reimbursement of
RM2 funds, matching fund sources are reimbursed and drawn down at the same rate as the RM2 funds.

Upon completion of the lead sponsor governing board certification, the Commission will consider the
allocation of RM2 funds. The Commission will (1) review the governing board action to ascertain that all
conditions have been outlined and agreed to; (2) review the IPR approved by the governing board and
approve it prior to allocating any funds; and (3) consider the commitment of other fund sources
matching the RM2 funds that are required to complete that phase of the project. The Commission’s
resolution approving the IPR and allocation of RM2 funds will serve as the final agreement between

MTC and the implementing agency.

An allocation request will be consideréd complete and réady for consideration by the Commission when
all of the component elements to the request are submitted and approved for forwarding to the
- Commussion by MTC staff.

Allocation Principles

The collection of toll revenue pursuant to RM2 is estimated at $125 million annually. Up to 38 percent
or approximately $47.5 million is made available annually for those operational elements of RM2. In
addition, costs to administer the program are an annual drawdown on the revenue. :

The revenue remaining may not match the capital demand on the funds. The Commission will cérefully
consider each allocation and apply the following principles in its allocation decisions:
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1. RM2 funds will not be utilized as a replacement fund source on capital projects for any funds
that have been programmed or-allocated previously to the project, for the phase requested by
the project sponsor, if such replacement results in a shortfall for the overall project or places
prior programming commitments in jeopardy.

2. RM2 funds will not be utilized for any capital expenditure, either for right of way or
construction, until the project has been environmentally cleared and the project has been

* approved by the project sponsor. The Commission will give careful consideration to requests
for right of way protection or hardship requests whereby early acquisition of right of way is
necessary to respond to owner hardship, or to avoid excessive right of ‘way cost increases in the
future due to development of the site.

3. RM2 funds will be expended for right of way capltal and support only if the pl‘O_]CCt has
identified-and committed construction capital funds. The Commission will consider exceptions
whereupon investment in right of way can be recovered if the project does not go forward.

4. Allocations will only be made to projects a phase at a time: environmental/project approval, final
design, right of way, and construction. For example, if the project is entering the environmental
phase, only an.allocation for environmental will be considered. Exceptlons will be considered on

" a case-by-case basis.

5. RM2 funds will be allocated with the specific intent of achieving a deliverable product_ That
product shall be the environmental decision/ project approval documentation when allocating to
the environmental phase, the final design package including contract documents when allocating
to the final design phase, title to property/ easements/ rights of entry or possession when
allocating to the right of way phase, and a constructed improvement or minimum operating
segment available for public usage when allocating to the construction phase.

6. The ability of the product to be completed will be taken into consideration when the
Commission allocates funds to the project. Any impediments to achieving the specific product
shall be brought to the attention of the Commission in the IPR or through quarterly progress
reports submitted by the project sponsor. If in the opinion of the Commission, impediments are
such that the required product is unachievable, the Commission may withhold allocations. The
Commission reserves the right to issue a 30-day stop notice in the event it has to reevaluate the
project per S&HC 30914(f).

7. Projects with complementary funds from other sources may be grven priority if there are

* pending timely use of funds requirements on the other fund sources.

8. Other fund sources committed to a project phase that are complementary to RM2 funds will be
expected to be spent down at an approximate proportional rate to RM2 funds. On an exception
basis, the Commission may consider alternative cash flow expectations of other fund sources.

9. For transit systems, an allocation of funds for capital expenditures, either right of way or

~ construction, may be predrcated on an ability to demonstrate that the service meets operating
requirements. ’

Allocation Request
PI'O_]eCt sponsors_or implementing agencies must mitiate an allocation request by submitting an Allocation

Request Form and a draft Initial Project Report completed-and-valid-allecation-request 60 days prior to

the required Commission action. Thirty days prior to the Commission action, the project sponsor or
‘1m implementing agency must submit the completed allocation application package to MTC. Each phase of
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the project is to receive a separate allocation. The allocation request consists of the following, detailed in
Appendix A, and is available on the Intemet (as applicable) at: http://www.mtc.ca.gov:

Intent to Request an Allocation (60 days prior to Commlsalon action):
1. Allocation Request Initiation Form
2. Draft Initial Project Report

Allocation Application Package (30 days prior to Commission action):
l. Implementing Agency Resolution of Project Compliance
2. Opinion of Legal Counsel / MTC Indemnification*
3. Board or Official Governing Body ApprovedUpdated Initial Pro;ect Report (IPR)
4. _Environmental Documentation**
5. Evidence of Allocation and Commitment of Complementary F unds_*_*
6. Allocation WorkPlan **
7. _Allocation Estimated Budget Plan

* Project sponsors have the option of consolidating the ‘Opinion of Legal Counsel / MTC
Indemnification’ within the ‘Implementing Agency Goveming Board Resolution of Project
Compliance’.

** A standard format for these elements of the allocation request hias not been developed by
MTC. Submission of the information for these items can be in the format as desired by the
project sponsor or implementing agency. :

- Reimbursed Costs
Capital projects in the Regional Traffic Relief Plan shall be paid on a reimbursement basis only. Project
sponsors must seek an allocation of funds by the Commission, with reimbursement of ¢eligible costs
following the expenditure of funds. Sponsors are to submit invoices on a quarterly basis, and are
encouraged to seek reimbursements of eligible costs on a timely basis. The MTC Executive Director is
delegated the authority to act on behalf of the Commis sion-Ad-the-time-of allocation—the-Coramission-
may-provide-for-to grant more frequent invoicing and reimbursements, but not more frequently than
-monthly._

Eligible Expenses _

To ensure that that RM2 funds are put to the most efficient use, limitations on allowable expenses have
been placed on environmental, design, right of way, construction, staff support, oversight, consultant
services and other aspects of project delivery. Furthermore, agency overhead costs, including
administrative support, office equipment, office leases, are not an eligible RM2 expense.

Note that for all project phases, RM2 funds are limited to the statutorily authorized amount:

1. Environmental Studies
RM2 funds are eligible to reimburse expenses incurred by sponsor staff and consultant staff for
environmental study costs, including determination of the appropriate environmental document,
preparation of all preliminary engineering for each altemative, including geometric layouts,
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determination of right-of-way needs, environmental technical studies (such as air, noise, energy,
cultural resources and hazardous waste), and all other studies or activities necessary to prepare and
to finalize the appropriate environmental document for approval. Environmental costs eligible for
reimbursement shall be limited to the project as described in S&HC Section 30914 (c). Any
environmental costs associated with an element of the environmentally scoped project that is beyond
-the project scope and intent as outlined in S&HC 30914 (c) and approved by the Commission in
the IPR are not eligible for reimbursement under RM2.

If costs for environmental studies and preliminary engineering up to 35 percent design are estimated
 to exceed 10 percent of the overall project costs, then RM2 funds may not be eligible for any

expenditure in excess of that 10 percent limit. If the sponsor requests additional costs to be
considered as an allowable allocation of expenses for the RM2 program, the project sponsor shall
provide sufficient evidence to MTC of the need for the additional funds. This evidence at a minimum
shall include a breakdown of the costs of the technical studies needed for each alternative under
consideration, the cost of outreach to the affected communities, the cost of any permit negotiations,
and the cost of preliminary engineering necessary to reach the environmental decision. MTC shall
consider these elements as well as all other aspects of the environmental process prior to any

~ additional allocations being made.

2. Design Costs

RM2 funds are eligible for expenses incurred by sponsor staff and consultant staff for design
activities related to the project scope identified in S&HC 30914 (c) and as approved by the
Commission in the IPR. These activities include preparation of alternative design studies; materials
and foundation reports; drainage, hydrology and hydraulic reports; management oversight; surveying
and mapping; preparation of the plans, specifications and estimate; preparation of bid documents
and files for project; preparation of permit applications and maintenance agreements; coordination
of agency reviews and any other actmtles necessary to prepare final PS&E for bid advertisement
and award.

1f the sponsor wishes to include items of work not covered under the statutory description of the
project and as approved by the Commission in the IPR, the cost for including the additional work
shall be segregated and the cost borne by the sponsor from non-RM2 fund sources. ltems of work
that would fall into this area would be the correction or betterment of pre-existing items such as
pavement, drainage facilities, landscaping (beyond Caltrans standards) or pedestrian facilities, unless

 these are an integral part of the project scope and necessary to meet the congestion relief goals of
the RM2 program. -

3. Right-of-Way Acquisition and Utility Relocation
RM2 funds are eligible for expenses incurred by sponsor staff and consultant staff for all activities
- related to right-of-way, advanced right-of-way, and hardship acquisitions, including determination of
right-of-way needs; title searches; parcel appraisals; hazardous materials disposition; preparation of
night-of-way acquisition documents; negotiation with property owners; activities involved with
acquiring rights-of-way inchiding condemnation proceedings, right-of-way capital costs, and cost-
to-procure impacts related to the acquisition; utility relocation costs.

Metropolitan Transportation Commission Iéa6e712 Fure-23-2004November 17. 2004



RM2 Regional Traffic Relief Plan - ~ Attachment A
Policies and Procedures- ' ' MTC Resolution No. 3636
: R : Jane 23-2004November 17, 2004

Services provided for right-of-way activiti_es_involvéd with property not necessary for the RM2
project as defined in the scope of work approved by the Commission in the IPR shall be at the
- -expense of the sponsor and borne by non-RM2 fund sources.

If any excess right-of way is so]d, or otherwise disposed of, the value of such property shall be
returned to MTC, including any profit realized from the sale of the property based on the prorated
percentage of funds- MTC contributed to the purchase of the property. :

4. Construction CentractItem-Werk Costs

RM2 funds are available to cover all construction expenditures for the project including constiuction
capital, management and inspection, surveys, public outreach, and others as appropriate that are
part of the scope of work approved by the Commission in the IPR. RM2 funds are eligible for
reimbursement of sponsor’s management oversight expenses associated with the construction of the
- project. This would include activities such as construction management, inspection, expenses
associated with reviewing proposed change orders, and activities involved with managing the find
. sources contributing to the project. '

Sponsor may include additional work beyond the scope of work for the RM2 project at their
expense. These costs will be segregated from the other item work expenses and paid for with non-
RM2 funds. Items of work could include correction or betterment of pre-existing facilities such as
- pavement, drainage, landscaping or pedestrian facilities. Items of work within the scope, but
.. -covering more expensive treatment for the facility such as specialized lighting standards and signs,
- more elaborate landscaping or specialized treatment on the face of soundwalls and retaining walls,

and specialized sidewalk/hardscape treatments will also be segregated from other project work and
paid with non-RM2 funds. ]

Capital improvements and vehicle procurements for the implementation of the approved RM2
projects are eligible for construction funds. Vehicles procured with RM?2 funds must be operated in
revenue service for their useful life, as defined by MTC’s Transit Capital Priorities process and

criteria program.

S. Implementing Agency Staff Costs _
The amount for which implementing agency staff can be reimbursed will be limited, as described
below. In all cases, staff costs will be charged within the cap of project funds stipulated in RM2.
a) Agency overhead costs are not eligible for reimbursement from RM2 funds. Costs for '
implementing agency management and oversight staff, such as City Managers, City Engineers,
~ Public Works Directors, City Attomeys, accountants and senior management staff, will be
considered as part of the implementing agency’s overhead cost and will not be eligible.

b) Costs for consultant staff responsible for directly delivering the project are eligible.
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c) Implementing agency staff costs are eligible provided costs are directly related to the project
tasks. A mark-up rate of the hourly wage is allowed to cover Hhourly wages and fringe benefits
onlv Agency overhead costs are not eh,q;lble as part of the mark—up rate. fes—spenser—staﬁ‘—

eestsded*e&ted—te—pmjeet—wmle acap on the mark— up rate is not spe(:lf ed, the sponsor may-is

required to submit documentation to MTC to substantiate its requested ehanges-mark-up rate

prior to any reimbursements against an allocation. For projects with multiple project sponsors

and/or implementing agencies, the project sponsors and/or implementing agencies must mutually
' afzree on the malk—up rate( s) bemo apphed to the dlrect agencyv staff costs on the pr01eet and-

6. Miscellaneous Costs
The costs of fees from other agencies, including permit fees, or reimbursement for review or
oversight costs needed for the project are eligible costs. However, the cost of permits or fees from
the sponsor will not be eligible. Utility relocation costs are eligible for reimbursement according to

:  previous agreements establishing rights for those utilities. The costs for specialized equipment for
testing, analysis or production of documents for prOJect—related work are also eligible.

Maintenance and Operating Costs

Pertaining to capital projects outlined in Streets and Highways Code Section 30914 (c), it is the
obligation of the project sponsor to arrange for all costs to operate and maintain the improvement
constructed under RM2. No costs will be considered as eligible for reimbursement out of RM2 funds to
operate or maintain the facility or any portion of the facility. If a minimum operating segment or other
useable-segment of the facility is open for public use prior to the entire facility being opened, and if that
segment is still the responsibility of the contractor for operation and maintenance, then these contractor
costs can be considered eligible for reimbursement as a capital expense. For transit projects that result
in enhanced or expanded services, this financial capacity should be documented as part of the Initial
Project Report and its updates (as outlined in Appendix A).

Invoicing and Reimbursements

The sponsor may invoice MTC quarterly as eligible work proceeds. Invoices shall include only eligible
costs as described above. All eligible costs shall be invoiced on a reimbursable basis. Costs shall be
accounted for by invoices sufficient to detail services performed and payments made. An invoice format
will be provided to sponsors by MTC. Approval of invoices shall be contingent on the submittal of
Quarterly Progress Reports. In the event such Progress Reports are not complete and current, approval
of invoices shall be withheld until an acceptable Quarterly Progress Report is submitted.

RTP Consistency

Capital projects seeking allocations must be consistent with the adopted Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP), which state law requires be consistent with federal planning and programming requirements.
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CMP Consistency

For capital projects, it is requlrcd that all committed project phases be included in a Countywide Plan
The phase of the project requiring funding shall be in an approved County Congestion Management

" Plan (CMP) or in an adopted Capital Improvement Program (CIP) for counties that have opted out of
the CMP requirement, prior to seeking allocation of RM2 funds. For multi- county projects, the pro;ect
must be in the countywide plans and CMP/CIP of the counties affected by the prOJect '

TIP and Air Quality Conformity

Federal laws governing requirements for regions to achiéve or maintain fedexally mandated air quality
standards require that all regionally significant transportation improvements be part of a required regional
conformity finding. This conformity finding, done at both the regional planning level and the programming
level, is in essence an analysis and resultant finding by the responsible agency, in this case MTC as the
Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the Bay Area in concert with the Bay Area Air Quality
Management District and the Association of Bay Area Govemments. That finding must state that if all
the transpoxtatlon nnprovements proceed, air quality standards can be reached.

The conformlty analysis and finding must encompass all regionally significant projects. A project is
regionally significant if it increases transit or highway capacity offers an alternative to established regional
highway travel Projects must be included in the conformity analysis, regardless of their fund source.
Such projects using only toll funding, including RM2 funds, or local funds, including measure funds, must
be included in the analysis and finding.

To that extent, all regionally significant RM2 projects must be included in the conformity analysis for the
*~ Regional Transportation Plan (Plan) and Transportation Improvement Program (Program). Projects
must therefore meet the funding requirements that inform those documents. Project specific air quality
conformity analysis and findings are the sole responsibility of the project sponsor.

Availability for Audits
Sponsors of capital projects shall be available for an audit as requested by the Commission.

Timely Use of Funds Provisions and Deadlines

The majority of fund sources used for transportation improvements are bound by timely use of funds
deadlines. Failure ‘to meet specific funding milestones can result in the funds being deleted from the
pro;ect Timely use of funds provisions are established in state and federal statutes for the State -
Transportation Improvement Program, the federal Surface Transportation Improvement Program
(STP), and the federal Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality Improvement (CMAQ) program. MTC’s
Regional Project Delivery Policy (MTC Resolution No. 3603, approved October 22, 2003)
established additional funding milestones for regional STP and CMAQ funding. Given that most RM2
projects are jointly funding with STIP, STP or CMAQ funding, project sponsors must be cognizant of
the funding deadlines of the other funds on the project, and reflect appropriate deadlines in the financial
plans submitted as part of the Initial Project Report. In the event of funding loss due to the sponsor’s
inability to meet timely use of funds provisions, the sponsor must demonstrate that the project or project
phase is still deliverable.
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Although legislation governing RM2 does not place specific deadlines on the funds, MTC will be
managing the availability of RM2 funding to ensure continued progress and timely project delivery.
Sponsors shall expend the funding consistent with their expenditure (cash flow) plans. As part of its
annual assessment of the status of programs and projects, MTC shall consider the reasonable progress
of the project after receiving its allocation. If a program or project cannot continue to be delivered, as
evidenced in part by a lack of reasonable further progress, the Commission shall consult with project
sponsors, hold a public hearing on the project, then determine whether to modify the project’s scope or
funding; or to reassign the funds to another or an additional program or project within the same corridor.

Generally, project sponsors should adhere to the following timely use of funds provisions. Any spemﬁc
conditions and requirements for expenditure and reimbursement pertinent to each project shall be
identified in the allocating resolution.

¢ Funds should be encumbered within six months of the allocation. .

* Right of Way agreements should be finalized within two years of the allocation of funds for right
of way acquisition.

¢ Construction/equipment purchase contract should be awarded within one year of the allocation

: of construction funds.

e Funds should be expended within the year identified in the.expenditure (cash flow) plan.

¢ Final reimbursement of funds will be subject to review of the delivered useable/ opexable phase or
segment.

- Project sponsors must demonstrate and certify that they can meet all of the timely use of funds deadlines
. as-part of the financial plan included in the Initial Project Report for the various fund sources on the
project. It is encouraged that project sponsors follow the provisions of the Reglonal Project Delivery
Policy (MTC Resolution No. 3606).

Timing Limitation for Environmental Approval

It shall be the policy of MTC regarding the allocation of RM2 funds for all or a portion of the cost to
. complete the environmental document/ project approval phase of the project, that the process to
achieve environmental document and project approval shall not exceed 3 years. This duration shall be
measured from the initiation of the environmental process to its completion and shall not be contingent
on when the RM2 funds are expended within that process. The intent of this condition is to ensure due
diligence on the part of sponsors to secure environmental clearance.

In the event the administrative draft environmental document has not been submitted for public review
within the 3 year time frame, no time extension will be recommended and staff will recommend that the
project be considered for scope change or fund reassignment per Section 30914(f) of the Streets and
' nghway Code.

*In the event that the administrative draft has been submitted for public review within the 3-year time
frame and the sponsor has worked diligently to achieve environmental clearance and project approval, a
time extension of one year may be recommended. Any additional extension request beyond this one-
year will require the sponsor submit justification acceptable to the Commission.
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Project Cancellation

If the RM2 project or project phase is not completed, the project sponsor shall repay MTC any RM2

~ funds expended above the proportionate share of eligible costs for the project or project phase. With

- regard to vehicle procurements, removal from revenue service or sale of the vehicle prior to the end of
 the vehicle’s usefii Jife will result in repayment to MTC and the RM2 program for the depreciated value

of the vehicle at the time of removal or sale; Following the Commission consultation with the sponsor,

public hearing and determination to redirect funds from the project; payment to MTC shall be made

- with interest and shall be made in accordance with a negotiated repayment schedule, not to-exceed 24

months. MTC shall withhold funds due the sponsor for any missed payments under the negotiated

agreement. '

Project Phases :
- Project costs and revenue must be separated into the following project phases:
1. Planning Activities, Environmental Studies & Preliminary Eng (ENV / PE / PA&ED)
2. Final Design - Plans, Specifications and Estimates (PS&E)
3. Right-of-Way Activities /Acquisition / Utility Relocation (R/W)
'4. Construction / Rolling Stock Acquisition / Operating Service (CON)

. To illustrate previous expenditures from other fund sources, the project sponsor is welcome to indicate
‘any previous planning studies and altematives analyses for the project. Vehicle acquisition, equipment
* purchase or operating service should use the construction phase.

“The project sponsor must display the project in these four components in the Initial Project Report and
expenditure (cash flow) plans. All funding amounts programmed for any component shall be rounded to
the nearest $1,000.

Escalated Costs
RM2 funding for any individual project or program shall be limited to the amount designated in the RM2
legislation. The cost of the project phases should be escalated to the year of expenditure when
submitting project cost information to MTC. RM2 funds do not escalate. Local project sponsors may
use the state escalation rates or their own rates in determining the escalated project phase cost for the
year of expenditure. If funding beyond RM2 amounts are required to complete the project phase the

. Sponsor is responsible for securing the additional funding prior to allocation of RM2 funds.

-Cost Increases

MTC participation in project or program costs shall be limited to those dollar amounts as outlined in
'S&HC Section 30914 (c). All cost estimates by project phase, being environmental/project approval,
design, right of way, and construction, shall be shown in the Initial Project Report in the year of
expenditure. :

- Where more than RM2 funds are needed to' complete a project phase, it is the sole responsibility of the
sponsor to secure the additional necessary funding. In the event that the sponsor cannot secure
additional funding, and/or the project cannot be segmented to meet the available funds and still conform
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to the intent of the legislation and voter mandate, the Commission shall consult with the program or
project sponsor, and conduct a public hearing as outlined in S&HC Section 30914(f). After the hearing,
- the Commission may vote to modify the project’s or program’s scope, decrease its level of funding, or
reassign all of the funds to another regional project or program within the same corridor. If the existing
project is removed from the RM2 program, MTC and the sponsor agree to share expenditures of
eligible costs to date in accordance with the allocation conditions accompanying the project allocation.

It is the responsibility of the project sponsor to provide Quarterly Progress Reports, working in
cooperation with MTC and its consultants. Proposed contract change orders or cost increases that may
arise once the contract has been awarded that are in excess of $250,000 or 20% of the project cost,
whichever is less, shall be noticed to MTC as soon as those increases have been identified or no later
‘than the next scheduled Quarterly Progress Report. The project sponsor will provide assurance that the
project phase the Commission allocated to is still deliverable. A revised financial plan for the project
shall be included as part of the submitted Quarterly Progress Report.

The sponsor is not authorized to claim any RM2 funds in excess of the allocation amount approved by
the Commission in association with the scope, cost, and schedule approved by the Commission.
Increased costs are eligible for allocation of unallocated RM2 funds if the sponsor provides an updated.
funding plan indicating that funds from other phases or other sources are available to assure the delivery -
of the prescribed RM2 project or project phase. This must be accompanied by evidence that other fund
sources, either new or increased in dollar amount, are committed. As mentioned elsewhere in this Policy
and Procedure document, other fund sources must be programmed and allocated to the project phase.
requesting an allocation of RM2 funds or a supplement to the allocation of RM2 funds prior to the

- Commission approving an allocation of RM2 funds. In no case shall the financial responsibility of BATA
and/or MTC regarding RM2 funds exceed the amount designated in S&HC 30914 (c) and (d).

If outside funding is found to be available for the RM2 project or pmject phase to partially offset the
RM2 funds, the RM2 funds will not be transferred out of the project until afier it is ensured that any
known cost increases are adequately addressed.

Cost Savings and Cost Increases at Bid Opening

At the time of bid opening, the responsible low bid may exceed the funding commitment of RM2 funds
as well as other fund sources. If in the event of construction budget exceedances, the sponsor may seek
an allocation of any remaining RM2 funds not yet allocated to the project only if other funds are . '
committed in sufficient amounts to deliver the construction phase. If all available fund sources are not
sufficient to award the project, the sponsor shall consult with MTC on suitable measures to enable the
project to proceed, including but not limited to downscoping the project and rebidding, providing .
additional clarity to enable a more cost-effective bid, or seeking additional revenues. In no case shall the
sponsor exceed the levels of RM2 funding allowable under Street and Highway Code Section
30913(d). In utilizing all available funding from all sources for contract award, the sponsor shall consult
with MTC staff or its consultants on the likelihood of cost increases during construction and what
contingencies are available to address these costs, including the presentatlon ofa rlsk management plan
for constraining construction expenditures to available revenues.
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In the event of cost savings at bid opening, the sponsor shall distribute bid savings proportionately to all
construction fund sources, including both capital and support. The RM?2 funds shall be available to the
sponsor for any cost increases associated with the project after construction award until the time of final
close-out of the construction phase, including the settlement of all claims.

Any funds remaining at the end of the project shall be reassigned at the discretion of the Commission.

Right of Way Hardship and Protection

Advance acquisition of property may be advisable prior to the completion of the environmental demsnon >
and the approval of the project. This generally occurs either under conditions of hardship or protection.

‘Hardship is defined as a situation where unusual personal circumstances of an-owner are aggravated by
the proposed transportation improverent and cannot be solved by the owner without acquisition by the
project sponsor. Owners of hardship parcels should receive full consideration and service from the

- project sponsor consistent with normal acquisition procedures, mcludmg appropriate relocation
assistance and sufficient time to consider the sponsor’s offer.

. Protection is deﬁned as an acquisition where substantial building activity or appreciation of vacant land
value in excess of surrounding market appreciation is both likely and imminent in the event early
purchase is not undertaken. Acquisition can occur with a showing that substantial new improvements are
planned for the property or existing improvements are to be altered or enlarged, resulting in a substantial
increase in future acquisition cost. '

If applying for an allocation of RM2 fimds for right of way hardship or protection acquisition, the
sponsor must investigate need for acquisition, including but not limited to independent appraisals of the
property including appropriate investigations of the site for any environmental conditions affecting the
value of the property. In the case of advance acquisition due to hardship, the project sponsor must
submit to MTC documentation addressing the following minimum criteria prior to a hardship allocation

- being approved:

¢ The owner demonstrates a need to dispose of the property.
‘e The owner is unable to dispose of the property at fair market value because of the pendmg
- transportation facility plans.
o The owner cannot reasonable alleviate the hardshlp in the absence of the sponsor’s purchase of
the property.
¢ The sponsor’s purchase will substa11t1ally alleviate the hardship.

In the case of advance acquisition for the purpose of protection, the aforementioned showing must be
made that prompt acquisition is required to prevent development of property, which would cause
substantially higher acquisition or construction costs if acquisition were deferred. Relocation costs of
residences or businesses should be considered in the final financial analysis provided by the sponsor.

Advance acquisitions made prior to completion of environmental and location processes are not to
influence environmental assessment of the project.
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Note that there are federal and state laws, regulations and policies governing acquisition and relocation
activities. It is not intended that the use of RM2 funds shall waive any of the laws, regulations, or policies

that may apply.

If the Commission approves an allocation of RM2 funds for advance achisitien of right of way meeting
_ the conditions as outlined above, the project sponsor shall provide that the land is held in escrow until
_project approval occurs for the tmnsportation improvement.

Required Evidence of a Fully Funded Project Phase

The Commission will allocate funds for capital projects only if i it finds that the prolect phase is fully
funded, either entirely with RM2 funds or with a combination of RM?2 funds and other allocated funds.
To receive an allocation of RM2 funds for a jointly funded phase, the other contributing funds must be
assigned and allocated to that phase of work. Federal funds must have received an obligation (E-76) or
- Advance Construction Authorization, or be included in an approved FTA:Grant. State Transportation
Improvement Program (STIP) and Transportation Congestion Relief Program (TCRP) funds must have
received an allocation from the California Transportation Commission (CTC). Local Measure funds
must have an allocation action by the authority. All other funding must have an action allocating the funds
+for that phase of work by the responsible authorizing agency or goveming body. '

* - At the request of the project sponsor, the Commission may, on an exception basis, consider allocations
-of RM2 finding conditioned on the allocation of other funds for that phase. In granting conditional
allocations, the Commission will consider the nature and timing of other funding commitments to the
requested and future phases of work.

" Future Funding Commitment

When proposing allocations for only the preconstruction components of a capital project, the
implementing agency must demonstrate the means by which it intends to fund the construction of a
useable or operable segment or product, consistent with the Regional Transportation Plan. The
anticipated total project cost and source of any uncommitted future funding must be identified in the
IPR. The Commission will exercise caution when allocating to the right of way phase if there is no
committed funding for constructing a useable segment of the project.

To be considered committed for future phases of work, federal funds must be in the current TIP or have
a Full Funding Grant Agreement (FFGA) or approved Earmark. State Transportation Improvement
Program (STIP) funds must be in the current STIP and Local Measure funds must have a commitment
action by.the governing authority. Transportation Congestion Relief Program (TCRP) funds are
considered committed, however, based on current state budget actions, TCRP funds yet to be allocated

by the California Transportation Commission (CTC) will not be considered available until FY 2005-06.
All other funding must have an action committing the fumds by the responsible authorizing agency.

Monitoring and Reporting Requirements

Sponsors will provide MTC with Quarterly Progress Reports 30 days after the end of each quarter {on_
or before October 31%, January 31%, April 30™, July 31*). These reports are meant to update MTC on
the project’s scope, cost, and schedule. These reports shall include the following:
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s Status: the phase currently underway and the progress since the last report; major meetings and
" decisions on the project; any significant accomplishments; any setbacks to the project. The sponsor
should note whether they anticipate any problems, and what area these problems exist in. '

e - Expenditures to date: these will be specified as expenditures since the prior quarter, and will include

- all funding sources including RM2 These wﬂl be in sufficient detail to determine that they are
eligible expenses.

e Schedule changes: any changes in the project schedule as outhned and approved in the IPR and the
consequences of those changes, particularly related to project costs. If the schedule has been
modified, a revised schedule must be attached..

e Cost changes: all changes should be noted in the Progress Report; changes greater than 20% or
$250,000 dollars, whichever is less, must be accompanied by a detailed explanation of what
options the sponsor has considered to manage the change, including but not limited to what savings
can be realized elsewhere in the project to compensate for the change, and what the risks are to not
funding the change. If costs have changed by more than $250,000 or 20%, Whrchever is greater, a
revised funding plan and cash flow schedule must be attached.

e Potential Claims: If RM 2 funds are utilized for the construction phase of the project, then the
sponsor must certify if there are any Notices of Potential Claim. If they exist, a summary of such
notices as well as the likely cost or schedule impact shall be included. MTC acknowledges that
information may be limited, given the need for confidentiality between the sponsor and the
contractor. A confidential discussion with MTC staff may be requested; the sponsor shall make

-~ every effort to comply with this information request.

e The Progress Report shall be signed by the responsible Project Manager

A format for submitting the quarterly Progress Report will be forwarded to Project Sponsors essenhally
encompassmg the items mentloned above.

At Risk Report/Cooperation with Consultants

Upon receipt of the sponsor-submitted quarterly progress reports, MTC and/or its consultant shall
prepare an At-Risk Report (Report) for submittal to the Commission that outlines critical scope, cost,
or schedule changes to the project. MTC may retain a project control and monitoring consultant to
monitor projects, and report to the Commission quarterly on projects or project phases at risk for
meeting the adopted scope, cost, or schedule, assessing what options are available to the sponsor to
respond to the at-risk condition, and what recommendations may be available to the Commission. The
sponsor shall cooperate with MTC and its consultant in the preparation of the Report. This report shall
include options the sponsor has or has not considered and the costs and risks associated with those :
options. The sponsor is expected to participate in discussions with the Commission regarding options to
proceed. The Commission will take the Report into consideration when assessing the ability of the
project or project phase to be delivered, per Section 30914(f) of the S&HC. Regarding scope
changes, any changes resulting in changes in costs or schedule should be delineated. The sponsor at a
minimum should mention changes in scope due to permit agency requirements, local governing board
direction, or changes in federal, state, or local laws and regulations. The sponsor shall cooperate with
MTC or its consultants in the preparation of these documents.
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Accommodations for Bicyclists, Pedestrians and Persons with Disabilities

Federal, state and regional pollcles and directives emphasize the accommodation of blcychsts
pedestrians, and persons with disabilities when designing transportation facilities. As with many existing
projects in the Bay Area, an RM2 project is likely to have a number of fund sources that make it whole.
A project must incorporate the appropriate policy associated with the fund sources that make up the
project.

- Federal, State, and regional policies and directives regarding nonmotorized travel include the following:

Federal Policy Mandates

TEA-21 states that, "Bicycle transportation facilities and pedestrian walkways shall be considered,
where appropriate, in conjunction with all new construction and reconstruction of transportation
projects, except where bicycle and pedestrian use are not permitted." (Section 1202)

The Federal Highways Administration Program Guidance on bicycle and pedestrian issues makes a
number of clear statements of intent, and provides a best practices concept as outlined in the US DOT
Policy Statement on Integrating Bicycling and Walking into Transportation Infrastructure.”
(http://www.thwa.dot.gov/environment/bikeped/Design.htm)

State Policy Mandates _

California Government Code Section 65089(b)(1)(B)(5) requires that the design, construction and
implementation of roadway projects proposed for funding in the RTIP must consider maintaining
bicycle access and safety at a level comparable to that which existed prior to the improvement or
alteration.

Caltrans Deputy Directive 64 (http//www.dot.ca.gov/hg/tpp/offices/bike/DD64.pdf), states: “the
Department fully considers the needs of non-motorized travelers (including pedestrians, bicyclists,
and persons with disabilities) in all programming, planning, maintenance, construction, operations,
and project development activities and products. This includes incorporation of the best available
standards in all of the Department’s practices. The Department adopts the best practices concept in
the US DOT Policy Statement on Integrating Bicycling and Walking into Transportation
Infrastructure.” '

Regional Policy Mandates

Projects receiving RM2 funding must consider the impact to bicycle transportation, pedestrians and
persons with disabilities. Guidance on considering bicycle transportation can be found in MTC’s
Regional Bicycle Plan (a component of the RTP) and Caltrans Deputy Directive 64. - Of particular
note is Caltrans Deputy Directive 64 which stipulates: “pedestrians, bicyclists and persons with
disabilities must be considered in all programming, planning, maintenance, construction, operations,
and project development activities and products.” MTC’s Regional Bicycle Plan, adopted as a
component of the RTP, requires that “all regionally funded projects consider enhancement of
bicycle transportation consistent with Deputy Directive 647,
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-MTC’s Regional Bicycle Plan, containing federal, state and regional polices for accommodating
bicycles and non-motorized travel, is available on MTC’s Web site at:
http://www.mtc.ca.gov/projects/itp/bicycle.htm
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Section 3 — Operating Program Guidance

Background

-Regional Measure 2 (RM 2) will provide operating support for a number of transit services. These
projects are identified in Section 30914(d) of the California S&HC.

On October 13, 2004, the Federal Hichwav Administration with concurrence of the Federal Transit

Administration approved the use of toll revenues from the four non-federalized Bay Area bridges for
fundirig._transit operations through the RM2 program. This decision allows MTC to begin allocating
operating funds to the projects that were approved as part of- RM2.

RM2 funds for operating assistance will be made available annually in accordance with the policies and
procedures defined in this section. '

~ Allocation Process

Prior to the beginning of each fiscal year, pending resolution of the federal limitation concerning using toll
revenues for operations, MTC will adopt a project specific budget for RM 2 operating funds. It is
against this budget, subject to meeting eligibility requirements and fund availability, that project sponsors
should request operating allocations.

In S&HC 30914.5(b), MTC is directed to execute an operating agreement with sponsors seeking RM2
funding covering operating assistance for transit services. These agreements are to be executed through
a process of project sponsor governing board certification followed by Commiission allocation action.
The annual funding agreement will consist of approval by both project sponsors and MTC of the terms
outlined in the sponsor Implementing Agency Resolution and Operating Assistance Proposal (OAP).
The Implementing Agency Resolution should provide evidence of a full finding plan, adherence to
performance measures, local agreement to conditions, local certification of absence of legal impediments
and local indemnification of the Commission and adherence to the planned activity as outlined in the
OAP.

An allocation request will be considered complete and ready for consideration by the Commission when
~ all of the component elements to the request are submitted and approved for forwarding to the
Comnission by MTC staff.

Applications for operating assistance should be submitted sixty days prior to expected allocation date
and should mclude the following material: '
1. Cover letter detailing the allocation request;
2. Implementing Agency Resolution; *
. 219
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3. Operating Assistance Proposal;
4. Opinion of Legal Counsel; *

5. Environmental documentation;

6. Certifications and assurances; and
7. Fiscal audit.

* Project sponsors have the option of consolidating the ‘Implementing Agency Resolution’ and
the “‘Opinion of Legal Counsel.’

Appendix B details the formats for the [rhplemen‘ting Agency Resolution, Operating Assistance
Proposal, the Opinion of Legal Counsel, and the Certifications and Assurances.

 Staff will review the operating assistance request to ensure that the project request meets eligibility per
S&H code 30914(d), compliance with financial audit requirements, satisfaction of established
perfonnance measures, and other requirements outlined in this pohcms and procedures manual.

Eligibility

Transit services eligible to receive operating aSSIStance under RM2 are those projects identified under
Section 30914(d) of the S&HC. These projects and services have been determined to reduce
congestion or to make improvements to travel in the toll bridge corridors. Due to other federal, state

~ and regional requirements, full eligibility for the receipt of RM2 funding is not determined until approval
-of the funding allocation by the Commission. ‘ '

'Operating costs included in the operating expense object classes of the uniform system of accounts,
exclusive of depreciation and amortization expenses and direct costs for providing charter service, are
eligible for RM2 operating assistance. In the case of a transit service claimant that is allocated funds for
payment to an entity, which is under contract with it to provide transportation services, “operating cost”
also includes the amount of the fare revenues that are received by the entity providing the services and
not transferred to the claimant. Eligible expenses for operating follow the ehgﬂ)lhty criteria for
Transportation Development Act funds.

Service initiation costs for RM2 routes — including preparation of enwromnental cleaxance are an
eligible expense.

‘No operator or transit service claimant shall be eligible to receive moneys during the fiscal year from
RM2 operating assistance for operating costs that exceed its actual operating cost for the service
identified in S&HC 30914(d) or subsequently amended through an action by the MTC Commission
‘(inchuding payment for disposition of claims arising out of the operator’s liability) in the fiscal year less
the sum of the following amounts:

1. The actual amount of fare revenues received dunng the fiscal year

3. " The amount of other operating subsidies directed at the service during the fiscal year.

220 :
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For those cases where-the RM2 service is a portion of an operator’s service, the methodology used to
derive the costs and revenues for the route must be specified at the time of allocation. Any change in the
methodology will require a revision to the allocation.

The period of eligibility for operating expenses is for the fiscal year for which the allocation is made. The
term fiscal year has reference to the year commencing July 1 and ending June 30 of the following year.

Notwithstanding the provisions listed above for transit operating, for purposes of TransLink® and
Water Transit Authority administrative expenses, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) and
Federal Transit Administration (FTA) have determined that planning activities are eligible for
reimbursement from toll revenues. Allocation for planning activities will be in accordance with federal
guidance and may need to be reviewed by federal agencies in advance of the allocation to confirm that
the planned activities are Title 23 eligible.

Consistency with Plans :
In addition to the eligibility requirements outlined above, applicants must demonstrate consistency with
regional plans and federal planning requirements including but not limited to:
- e  MTC Regional Transportation Plan: For operations projects, applicants should provide the
necessary project reference or information to verify that their project is compatible with the RTP.
o Applicant's Short Range Transit Plan (SRTP) or Countywide Plan: For operations projects,
applicants must reference how the project is reflected in their Short Range Transit Plan or
- County-wide Five Year Plan. All transit operators that receive operating assistance shall prepare
a Short Range Transit Plan, or planning document equivalent for their system, including reference
to the planned use of RM2 bridge tolls as part of their overall operations. Failure to complete an
SRTP could delay an allocation or make a project sponsor ineligible for RM2 operating
assistance. _
e  Air Quality Conformity: An applicant’s project must be consistent with the TIP for which MTC
has completed an air quality conformity assessment.

Environmental Documentation

Pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Public Resources Code §21000, et seq,all |
applicants are required to submit an environmental document that has been stamped by the County

Clerk for each project in their annual application. Please refer to Public Resources Code and Title 14 of
the California Code of Regulations for more information._ At the time of service initiation, an applicant
may submit a request for RM? funding to cover the costs of the environmental assessment for the RM2
_route. Applicants are urged to refer to the statutory and regulatory sections cited when preparing the
environmental assessment documents. Applicants should consult their environmental officer for guidance

in completion of this requirement. . : I

An application for operating funds solely to maintain existing transit services normally will be a Class I
categorical exemption under CEQA, and requires only a Notice of Exemptlon Applicants should check
with their environmental officer for further assistance. l
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Disbursement of Funds

After approval by the Commission, allocations of operating funds through RM2 will be disbursed in

accordance with the terms and conditions as established in the allocation instructions by MTC.

Generally, allocation instructions will direct payments to be made monthly in arrearsadvance, subject to

quarterly adjustments to reflect actual expenses based on monthly invoices. All disbursements are
subject to the availability of bridge toll revenues and determination of eligible expenses based on

submitted invoices. Specific invoicing procedures will be prov1ded to the sponsor.

Dlsbursement of RM2 operating assistance is conditional on timely and satlsfactory completlon ofa
fiscal audit and may be delayed, cancelled, or adjusted based on audit findings of ineligible expenses.
Delinquency of report submittals or failure to comply with other RM2 operating assistance conditions
could be grounds for withholding disbursement of funding or rescinding allocations. :

Annual Update of Operating Assistance Plan

Streets and Highway Code 30914.5(b) requires that MTC enter into an agreement w1th all recnplents of
RM2 operating assistance that shall include, at a minimum, a fully funded operating plan that conforms to -
and is consistent with the adopted performance measures. The agreement shall also include a schedule
of projected fare revenue and any other operating revenues needed to demonstrate that the service is
“"viable in the near-term and is expected to meet the adopted performance measures. These agreements
are to be executed through a process of project sponsor governing board certification followed by
Commission allocation action as discussed above in Allocation Process.

’Apphcants for RM2 operatmg assistance will use the Operating A551stance Plan (OAP) to demonstrate
-a fully funded operating plan that is consistent with MTC adopted performance measures. The ongmal
submittal of the OAP for FY 2004-05 was due by May 1* for sponsors requesting allocation in the
fiscal year and by June 1 for all other sponsors. In subsequent years, the submittal shall follow a similar
schedule but be updated to reflect audited actual data as well as adjusted current year financial and
operating data statistics, as appropriate.

The OAP required information is included in Appendix B.

Performance Measures
Prior to allocation of revenue for transit operating assistance under subdivision (d) of Section 30914 of
the S&HC, the MTC shall adopt performance measures related to farebox recovery, ridership, and

_ other perfomlance measures as needed. The perfonnance measures shal-l—beéeveleped—m—eeasukaaeﬂ-

Part 5.

The performance measures, as developed in concert with the affected transit operators and the
Advisory Council and as approved by the Commission, will effect allocations starting in FY 2006-07.
The applicable year for calculating performance measures will be two years in arrears of a requested
allocation year. In other words, for FY 2006-07 operating allocations, the Cornmission will base
compliance with the performance measures on FY 2004-05 operating performance.
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An independent auditor in the fiscal audit, as discussed below shall venfy the certification of compliance
‘with adopted performance measures.

* Fiscal Audit
As established in S&H Code 30914. 5(c) pnor to annual allocation of transit operating assistance by
the MTC, proj i e MTGthe MTC shall conductor

ﬁq&%-thespeﬂsefmﬁaaeﬂev—ee—eeﬂduet— an mdependent audxt that contains audited financial
mformation; including an opinion ef the-independent-auditors-on the status and costs of the project and

its compliance with the approved performance measures. Fhis-information-can-be-provided-as-an-
elemeﬁt—eﬁthe—epemter—s—system—ﬁs&a%aaét- At a minimum, the fiscal audit will provide the auditor’s

professional opinion as to whether RM2 operating assistance was spent on eligible costs and
performance measures were met.

-In addition, I-a project sponsor is-cerduetinethe-auditshould include RM2 expenses and revenues in
its peneral fiscal audit. ‘This -Fthe annual certified fiscal audit shall be submitted to MTC within 180 days
after the close of the fiscal year in which the RM2 allocation was received. MTC may suspend

~ disbursement of RM2 operating assistance if an operator fails to meet this deadline.

The Commission’s determination of eligibility for operating assistance will depend on the fiscal audit that
is two years in arrears. The first year that fiscal audlts must address is FY 2004-05, for use in allocation
decisions for FY 2006-07.

“All fiscal and accounting records and other supporting papers shall be retained for a minimum of four
years following the close of the fiscal year of expenditure.

Monitoring Requirements/Cooperation with MTC and MTC’s Consultants

Recipients of RM2 operating assistance funds agree to work cooperatively with MTC staff and/or
MTC consultants to provide operating statistics that will be used to monitor the effectiveness of the
RM?2 operating program and consistency with MTC adopted performance measures. This includes but
is not limited to assisting in the collection of survey data, on-board vehicle counts, and making available
relevant ridership and costs information. It is important to note that, in most cases, these performance
measures will be route-specific and therefore require isolation of the operating cost, passenger
boardings, and fare revenue for the route or line for which RM 2 operating assistance is secured.

. Regional Coordination/Participation in MTC Programs
Recipients of RM2 operating assistance agree to participate in regional programs aimed at enhancing
transit information and customer service. At a minimum, recipients agree to 1) provide their schedule
and real-time transit information/data to 511, maintain the data so that it is updated in a timely and
accurate manner, and market 511 as the way to leamn about the transit service; and 2) offer TransLink®
services and market TransLink® as the fare medium to pay for the transit service, as applicable based
on transit operator implementation of TransLink®. Recipients also agree to participate in the Integrated

. Fare Structure and Transit Connectivity studies, as authorized under S&H codes 30914(c). Further,
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transit operators receiving RM2 operating assistance agyee to make reasonable efforts to' implement any
recommendations resulting from these studies, as appropriate.
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Appendix A — Capital Intent for Allocation Request Forms

Part 1: RM2 Allocation Request Initiation Form
A project sponsor is reguested to submit a one page Allocation Request form at least 60 days prior to-a

‘Tequest MTC Commission-allocation action. A draft Initial Project Report (IPR) should accornpany the
 allocation request. The form is available electronically at www.mtc.ca.gov.
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Part 2: RM2 Initial Project Report (IPR) Format

Section 30914(e) of the California Streets and Highways Code requires that project sponsors with
projects listed in the capital program of the Regional Traffic Relief Plan (Section 30914(c)) submit an
Initial Project Report (IPR) to the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) by July 1, 2004.
- Furthermore, MTC requires the project sponsor to submit an updated report to MTC at least annually,
and an updated report be submitted along with the funding allocation request. The governing board of
the agency submitting the allocation request must approve the updated IPR before MTC can approve
the IPR, or allocation of funds. MTC will approve the report, or updated report, in congunctlon with the
funding allocation.

The report shall include all information required to describe the project in detail, including identification
of lead sponsor, the status of any environmental documents relevant to the project, additional funds
beyond RM2 required to fully fund the project, the amount, if any, of funds expended to date, a
summary of any impediments to the completion of the project, a detailed financial plan, and notification

- of whether Regional Measure 2 (RM2) funds will be needed within the subsequent 12 months (followmg
fiscal year). The Initial Project Report format is available at www.mtc.ca.gov.
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Appendix A-B — Capital Allocation ApplicationRequest Forms l

Part 1: RM2 Implementing Agency Resolution of Project Compliance

_ Resolution No.
Implementing Agency:
Project Title:

Whereas, SB 916 (Chapter 715, Statutes 2004), conimonly referred as Regional Measure 2,
identified projects eligible to receive funding under the Regional Traffic Relief Plan; and

Whereas, the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) is responsible for funding
projects eligible for Regional Measure 2 funds, pursuant to Streets and Highways Code Section
-30914(c) and (d)' and

Whereas MTC has established a process whereby eligible transportatlon project sponsors may
submit allocation requests for Regional Measure 2 funding; and

Whereas, allocations to MTC must be submitted consistent with procedures and conditions as
outlined in Regional Measure 2 Policy and Procedures; and

Whereas, (agency name) is an eligible sponsor of transportation project(s) in Regional
Measure 2, Regional Traffic Relief Plan finds; and

Whereas, the (project title) is eligible for consideration in the Regional Traffic Relief Plan of
Regional Measure 2, as identified in California Streets and Highways Code Section 30914(c) or (d);
and

Whereas, the Regional Measure 2 allocation request, attached hereto in the Initial Project
Report and incorporated herein as though set forth at length, lists the project, purpose, schedule,
budget, expenditure and cash flow plan for which (agency name) is requesting that MTC allocate
Reglonal Measure 2 funds; and -

Resolved, that (agency name), and its agents shall comply with the provisions of the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission’s Regional Measure 2 Policy Guldance (MTC Resolution No.
3636); and be it further .

Resolved, that (agency) certifies that the prolect is consistent with the Regional Transportation
" Plan (RTP)
' 227
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_ Resolved, that the year of funding for ahy design, right-of-way and/or construction phases has
taken into consideration the time necessary to obtain environmental clearance and penmtimg approval
for the project.

Resolved, that the Regional Measure 2 phase or segment is fully funded, and results in an
operable and useable segment.

Resolved, that (agency namc) approves the updated Initial Project Report, attached to thls
resolution; and be it further .

Resdlved, that (agency name) approves the cash flow plan, attached to this resolution; and be it
further

- Resolved, that (agency name) has reviewed the project needs and has adequate staffing
resources to deliver and complete the project within the schedule set forth in the updated Initial Project
Report, attached to this resolution; and be it further

Resolved, that (agency name) is an eligible sponsor of projects in the Regional Measure 2
Regional Traffic Relief Plan, Capital Program, in accordance with California Streets and Highways
- Code 30914(c); and be it further '

Resolved, that (agency name) is authorized to submit an application for Regional Measure-Z
funds for (project name) in accordance with California Streets and Highways Code 30914(c); and be it
further .

, Reésolved. that (agency name) certifies that the projects and purposes for which RM2 funds are

being requested is in compliance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act
(Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.), and with the State Environmental Impact Report
Guidelines (14 California Code of Reculations Section 15000 et seq.) and if relevant the National .
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), 42 USC Section 4-1 et.-seq. and the apphcable regulations
thereunder; and be it further

Resolved, that there is no legal impediment to (agency name) maklng allocatlon requests for
Regional Measure 2 funds; and be it further

Resolved, that there is no pending or threatened litigation which might in any way adversely
affect the proposed project, or the ability of (agency name) to deliver such project; and be it further

Resolved that (agency name) indemnifies and holds harmless MTC, its Commissioners,
representatives, agents, and employees from and against all claims, injury, suits, demands, liability,
‘losses, damages, and expenses, whether direct or indirect (including any and all costs and expenses in
connection therewith), incurred by reason of any act or failure to act of (agency name), its officers,
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employees or agents, or subcontractors or any of them in connection with its performance of services -
under this alocation of RM2 funds. In addition to any other remedy authorized by law, so much of the
funding due under this allocation of RM2 funds as shall reasonably be considered necessary by MTC
may be retained until disposition has been made of any claim for damages, and be it further

Resolved, that (agency name) shall, if any revenues or profits from any non-govermnmental use of
‘ property (or project) that those revenues or profits shall be used exclusively for the public transportation
services for which the project was initially approved, either for capital improvements or maintenance
and operational costs, otherwise the Metropolitan Transportation Commission is entitled to a
proportionate share equal to MTC’s percentage participation in the projects(s); and be it further

Resolved, that assets purchased with RM2 funds including facilities and equipment shall be used
for the public transportation uses intended, and should said facilities and equipment cease to be
operated or maintained for their intended public transportation purposes for its useful life, that the
Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) shall be entitled to a present day value refund or
credit (at MTC’s option) based on MTC’s share of the Fair Market Value of the said facilities and
equipment at the time the public transportation uses ceased, which shall be paid back to MTC in the
same proportion that Regional Measure 2 funds were originally used; and be it further

Resolved, that (agency name) shall post on both ends of the construction site(s) at least two
signs visible to the public stating that the Pro;ect is funded with Regional Measure 2 Toll Revenues; and

be it further

Resolved, that (agency name) authorizes its (Executive Director, General Manager, or his/her
designee) to execute and submit an allocation request for the (envirommental/ design/ right-of- way/
construction) phase with MTC for Regional Measure 2 funds in the amount of ($ ), for the
‘project, purposes and amounts included in the project application attached to this resolution; and be it
further

Resolved, that the (Executive Director, General Manager, or his/her designee) is hereby
delegated the authority to make non-substantive changes or minor amendments to the IPR as he/she

deems appropriate.

Resolved, that a copy of this resolution shall be transmitted to MTC in conjunction with the filing
of the (agency name) application referenced herein.
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Part 2: RM2 Sample Opinion of Legal Counsel

Project sponsors have the option of including specified terms and conditions within the Resolution of
Local Support as included in Part 1. If a project sponsor elects not to include the specified language
within the Resolution of Local Support, then the sponsor shall provide MTC with a ¢urrent Opinion of
- Counsel stating that the agency is an eligible sponsor of projects for the Regional Measure 2; that the
agency is authorized to perform the project for which funds are requested; that there is no legal
impediment to the agency applying for the funds; and that there is no pending or anticipated litigation
which might adversely affect the project or the ability of the agency to carry out the pro;ect_ A sample
format is provided below.

~ (Date)

To:  Metropolitan Transportation Commission
Fr: (Applicant)
"~ Re:  Eligibility for Regional Measure 2 funds

This. communication will serve as the rcduisite opinion of counsel in connection with the allocation of
(Applicant) for funding from Regional Measure 2 Regional Traffic Relief
Plan made available pursuant to Streets and Highways Code Section 30914(c)(d) for (Project Name) _

1. (Applicant) is an eligible sponsor for the Ré_giona] Measure 2

funding. .
2. (Applicant) is authorized to submit an allocation request for

Regional Measure 2 funding for (project)

3. Ihave reviewed the pertinent state laws and I am of the opinion that there is no legal impediment
to (Applicant) ____ making applications for Regional Measure 2 funds.
Furthermore, as a result of my examinations, I find that there is no pending or threatened
litigation that might in any way adversely affect the proposed projects, or the ability of
(Applicant) to carry out such projects.

Sincerely,

Legal Counsel

Print Name
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Part 3: RM2 Initial Project Report (IPR) Format

Section 30914(e) of the California Streets and Highways Code requires that project sponsors with projects
listed in the capital program of the Regional Traffic Relief Plan (Section 30914(c)) submit an Initial Project
Report (IPR) to the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) by July 1, 2004. Furthermore, MTC
tequires the project sponsor to submit an updated report to MTC at least annually, and an updated report be
submitted along with the funding allocation request. The goveming board of the agency submitting the allocation
request must approve the updated IPR before MTC can approve the IPR, or allocation of funds. MTC will
approve the report, or updated report, in conjunction with the funding allocation.

'The report shall include all information required to describe the project in detail, including identification of lead
sponsor, the status of any environmental documents relevant to the project, additional funds beyond RM2
required to fully fund the project, the amount, if any, of funds expended to date, a summary of any impediments
~ to the completion of the project, a detailed financial plan, and notification of whether Regional Measure 2
(RM2) funds will be needed within the subsequent 12 months (following fiscal year). The Initial Project Report
is outlined below, with the report format avallable at www.mtc.ca.gov.

o Project Description and Sponser Informaﬁon, mcluding identification of lead sponsor in
coordination with all identified sponsors, and identification of agency to seek and receive allocations
from MTC,

L Project Delivery Information, including summary of any impediments to the completion of the
project, status of any environmental documents relevant to the project, status of the project phases and
delivery milestones, and discussion of the operability of the project once competed.

¢ Project Budget Information, including the total budget for the project, and any pnor expendlture

-« RM2 Funding Need Informatlon, including RM2 expenditure (cash flow) plan, status of any prior
RM2 expenditures, and identification of any RM2 funding needs for the next fiscal year, and beyond.

* Project Funding Information, including identification of committed funding to the project, any
uncommitted funding required to fully fund the project, and segregation of the RM2 deliverable segment
if different from the total project. Any timely use of funds requirements must be noted and incorporated
info the overall funding schedule of the financial plan. The RM2 phase or component must be fully
funded with committed funds, and it must be demonstrated that the RM2 funded phase-or component
results in a useable or operable segment. For transit projects resulting in expanded or enhanced
services, the sponsor shall document the financial capacity to operate and maintain those services for a
period of at least 10 years following the year services are initiated.

*  Governing Board Action, including verification of approval of the IPR. The IPR must be approved by
’ the board or governing body of the agency responsible for preparing and submitting the IPR and
requested the allocation of RM2 funding prior to MTC approval of the IPR and allocation of funds.
Verification of the governing board action should be attached to thg IPR.

¢ Agency Contact and IPR Preparation Information, including agency and project manager, and IPR
preparer contact information, and date the report was prepared or updated.
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‘Part 4: Environmental Documentation

Pursuant to California Environmental Quality Act Public Resources Code §21000, et seq., all
applicants are required to submit a valid environmental document that has been certified by the County
Clerk for each project. Please refer to Public Resources Code and Title 14 of the California Code of '
Regulations for more information. Applicants are urged to refer to the statutory and regulatory sections
‘cited when preparing any énvironmental assessment under CEQA or NEPA. Apphcants should consult
 their environmental officer for ouidance in completion of this reqmrement If a project. is federally funded
or is anticipated to be federally funded, project Sponsors must submit approved National Envmonmental
‘ Protectxon Act documents

Part 45: RM2 Evidence of Aliocation and Commitment of Complementary Funds

Applicants are required to submit evidence of the commitment of complementary funds for the phase for
which the applicant is seeking an allocation of RM2 funds. Copies of the applicable resolution(s) and/or
goveming body actions allocating the funds to the phase, within the years displayed in the cashflow plan,
must be attached to the allocation request. The applicant must demonstrate that the phase is-entirely
finded prior to the allocatlon of RM2 funds.

Part 6: RM2 Allocation Work Plan

The mmplementing agency must submit a detailed Work Plan covering the deliverables for which a RM2.
funding allocation is being sought. The Work Plan should be consistent with the parameters included in
the Board approved Initial Project Report, and must have sufficient detail regarding each deliverables’
scope, cost and schedule. The elements of the work plan will serve as the basis of MTC staff review of
project sponsor invoices. MTC staff will work with sponsors to ascertain the work breakdown Jevel
appropriate to the funding request bemo made. The Work Plan must be submitted with the allocation

application request.

Part 7: RM2 Estimated Budget Plan

The sponsor must submit an Estimated Budget Plan (EBP) outlining the agency costs, consultant costs,

and any other costs associated with the delivery of the Work Plan element. A separate EBP is required

for each deliverable segment within each allocation. In some instances an allocation may have only one

deliverable. In other instances an allocation may be associated with multiple deliverables. The format for
. the EBP submission is available at www.mtc.ca.gov.
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Appendix B — Operating Allocation Request Forms

Part 1: Certifications and Assurances
{Sample fonm is available at www.mtc.ca.gov)

. Applicant certifies that, if RM-2 funding was received in the prior vear, it has included the RM-2 costs and
revenues in its ceneral fiscal audit for that vear. Applicant also assures that it will include the RM-2 costs and
- Ievenues m its ;.,eneral hscal audit for the yearin \Vthh funds are requested Apph%ﬂt—eemﬁea—ﬁ)at-&ha‘;—

Applicant certifies to one of the f()llowmg

1) For bus operators, -that it has submitted a copy of the California Highway Patrol (CHP) ceruﬁcatlon, which
was issued within the last 13 months indicating compliance with California Vehicle Code §1808.1 and Public
Utility Code §99251 (CHP "pull notice system and periodic reports")--ox relevant-Coast- Guard-certification,-as-
approptiate.
2) For rail or feiry operators, it cemﬁes that it is cument on all inspections and certifications required by federal

~ and state agencies.

Applicant for RM2 funds certifies that it has current SB 602 “joint fare revenue sharing agreements" in place
with transit operators in the MTC region with which its service connects, and that it has submlttcd valid and
~ current copies of all such agreeménts to MTC.

Applicant also agrees to pzirticipate in the Integrated Fare Structure and Transit Connectivity studies authorized
m SB 916 (Chapter 715, Statutes of 2004). :

Applicant for funds certifies that it complies with MTC's Transit Coordination Implementation Plan (MTC
Resolution No. 3055, revised) and with Public Utilities Code §99314.5(c) and §99314.7).

The applicant may be asked to certify such other assurances as MTC may deem appropriate consistent with the
RM?2 Policies and Procedures outlined above.
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Part 2: RM2 Operating Assistance Proposal (OAP)
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The Operating Assistance Proposal (OAP) includes the information outlined below. The format for & sponsorsto -
complete is available to be downloaded at www.mtc.ca.gov.

1. Description of Proposed Service

a. Map of service area.

b. Description of markets being served (both travel demand as well as inter-operator connections)

c¢. Description of methodology used to estimate ndershlp/aSSIgn ndershxp

2. Service Parameters

a. Service start/end times.

b. Headways in the peak and off-peak

c. Vehicles in service during the peak and off- -peak

d. Daily revenue vehicle hours

3. Budget Information

a. Basis of expense projections, i.e., description of cost model.

b. Basis of fare revenue projections (assumptions on fare structure, including any increases over
the five years, and resulting average fare).

c. Description of other revenues — 1f subsidies from other agencies are mcluded, describe status of

' commitments.
d. Five-year projections and audited past actual and adjusted current year information for
o operating ‘cost and revenue. Revenue projections should disaggregate fare revenue, TDA, local
sales tax, private sector confributions, and other sub51d1es
4. ‘Operating Data and Performance Measures :
a. Five-year projections and audited past actual and adjusted current year mformaﬁon for service
' parameters including annual ridership, weekday ridership, revenue vehicle hours, and revenue I

miles. ‘

b. Five-year projections and audited past actual and adjusted current year information for
performance measures including farebox recovery ratio, passengers per revenue hour, cost per
rider, subsidy per rider, and cost per revenue hour.

5. Implementation Schedule and Status Report

a. Proposed start date

b. Environmental clearance — status and schedule

¢. Vehicles/other capital — status and procurement schedule for incremental capltal needed to
support RM2 funded operations.

d. If partnering with other agencies, provide letters of support from paItners

Description of potential implementation issues
£ Once operational, please provide a status report on the implementation to-date as well as any
planned schedule adjustments or other service changes in the coming year.

o
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Part 3: Sample RM2 Operating Board Resolution

_ Resolution No.
Implementing Agency:
Project Title:

- Whereas, SB 916 (Chapter 715, Statutes 2004), commonly r_eférfed as Regional Measure 2, identified
projects eligible to receive funding under the Regional Traffic Relief Plar; and '

Whereas, the Metropolitan Tmnspbltatipn Commission (MTC) is responsible for funding projects
eligible for Regional Measure 2 funds, pursuant to Streets and Highways Code Section 30914(c) and (d); and

Whereas, MTC has established a process whereby eligible transportation project sponsors may submit
allocation requests for Regional Measure 2 funding; and ’

Whereas, allocations to MTC must be submitted consistent with procedures and conditions as outlined
in Regional Measure 2 Policy and Procedures; and .

Whereas, (agency name) is an eligible sponsor of transportation project(s) in Regional Measure 2,
'Regional Traffic Relief Plan funds; and

o " Whereas, the (project title) is eligible for consideration in the Regional Traffic Relief Plan of Regional
Measure 2, as identified in California Streets and Highways Code Section 30914(c) or (d); and

- Whereas, the Regional Measure 2 allocation request, attached hereto in the Operating Assistance
Proposal and incorporated herein as though set forth at length, demonstrates a fully funded operating plan thatis -
consistent with the adopted performance measures, as applicable, for which (agency name) is requesting that
MTC allocate Regional Measure 2 funds; and

Whereas, Part 2 of the project application, attached hereto and incorporatéd herein as though set forth
at length, includes the certification by (agency name) of assurances required for the allocation of funds by MTC;
now, therefore, be it

Resolved, that (agency name), and its agents shall comply with the provisions of the Metropolitan
Transportation Commission’s Regional Measure 2 Policy Guidance (MTC Resolution No. 3636); and be it
further ' ' .

Resolved, that (agency) certifies that the project is consistent with the Regional Transportation Plan
(RTP). )

Resolved, that (agency name) approves the updated Operating Assistance Proposal, attached to this
resolution; and be it further '
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Resolved, that (agency name) approves the certification of assurances, attached to this resolutlon and
be it further :

. Resolved, that (agency name) is an eligible sponsor of projects in the Regional Measure 2 Regional
Traffic Relief Plan, Capital Program, in accordance with Califomia Streets and Highways Code 30914(d); and
_ be it further _

Resolved, that (agency name) is authorized to submit an application for Regional Measure 2 funds for
(project name) in accordance with California Streets and Highways Code 30914(d); and be it further

‘Resolved, that (agency name) certifies that the projects and purposes for which RM2 funds are being
requested are in compliance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act (Public
Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.), and with the State Environmental Impact Report Guidelines (14
California Code of Regulations Section 15000 et seq.) and, if relevant the National Environmental Policy Act
{NEPA), 42 USC Section 4- 1 et. seq. and the applicable regulations thereunder; and be it further

Resolved, that there is no legal unpedlment to (agency name) making allocation requests for Regional
Measure 2 finds; and be it further

Resolved, that there is no pending or threatened litigation which might in any way adversely affect the
-proposed project, or the ability of (agency name) to deliver such project; and be it further

Resolved that (agency name) indemnifies and holds harmless MTC, its Commissioners, representatives,
agents, and employees from and against all claims, injury, suits, demands, liability, losses, damages, and
expenses, whether direct or indirect (including any and all costs and expenses in connection therewith), incurred
by reason of any act or failure to act of (agency name), its officers, employees or agents, or subcontractors or
any of them in connection with its performance of services under this allocation of RM2 funds. In addition to any
other remedy authorized by law, so much of the funding due under this allocation of RM2 funds as shall
reasonably be considered necessary by MTC may be retained until disposition has been made of any claim for
damages

Resolved, that (agency name) shall, if any revenues or profits from any non-govemnmental use of
property (or project) that those revenues or profits shall be used exclusively for the public transportation
services for which the project was initially approved, either for capital improvements or maintenance and
operational costs, otherwise the Metropolitan Transportation Commission is entitled to a proportlonate share
equal to MTC’s percentage participation in the projects(s); and be it further

Resolved, that (agency name) auﬂ10r1_zes its (Executive Director, General Manager, or his/her designee)
to execute and submit an allocation request for operating or planning costs for (Fiscal Year) with MTC for
Regional Measure 2 funds in the amount of ($ ), for the project, purposes and amounts included in the
project application attached to this resolution; and be it further

Resolved, that the (Executive Director, General Manager, or his/her designee) is hereby delegated the
: authonty to make non-substantive changes or minor amendments to the IPR as he/she deems appropnate
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Resolved, that a copy of this resolution shall be transmitted to MTC in con;uncﬂon with the filing of the
(agency name) application referenced herein.
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Part 4 RM2 Sample Opinion of Legal Counsel

Project sponsors have the option of including specified terms and conditions within the Resolution of Local
Support as included in Part 3. If a project sponsor elects not to include the specified language within the
Resolution of Local Support, then the sponsor shall provide MTC with a current Opinion of Counsel stating that

 the agency is an eligible sponsor of projects for the Regional Measure 2; that the agency is authorized to
perform the project for which finds are requested; that there is no legal impediment to the agency applying for
the funds; and that there is no pending or anticipated litigation which might adversely affect the project or the
ability of the agency to carry out the project. A sample format is pr0v1ded below.

| (Date)

To:  Metropolitan Transportation Commission
Fr: (Applicant) _
Re:  Eligibility for Regional Measure 2 funds

This communication will serve as the requisite opinion of counsel in conne¢tion with the allocation of (Applicant)
for funding from Regional Measure 2 Regional Traffic Relief Plan made
avallable pursuant to Streets and nghways Code Sectlon 309 l4(c)(d) for (Project Name)

4. (Apﬁﬁcant) ‘ is an eligible sponsor for the Regfonal Measure 2 ﬁmdmg

5. (Applicant) ' is authorized to submit an allocation request for Regional
Measure 2 funding for (project) _

6. Ihave reviewed the pertinent state laws and I am of the opinion that there is no legal impediment to
(Applicant) . making applications for Regional Measure 2 funds.

Furthermore, as a result of my examinations, I find that there is no pending or threatened litigation that
might in any way adversely affect the proposed projects, or the ability of (Apphcant)
to carry out such projects.

Sincerely,

Legal Counsel

Print Name
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Part 5: RM2 Performance Measures for Operating Proi ects

1. The objective ii establishing performance measures is to ensure that the Regional Measure 2 ( RM2)
operating dollars are directed to productive services within the corridors identified in the legislation, or
as redirected by the Commission afier a public hearing process.

- 2. Two performance measures will be used to assess cost recovery-and ridership change in accordance
- with California Streets and Highway Code (S&HC) 30914.5(a), which requires that MTC shall adopt
performance measures related to farebox recovery ratio and ridership: 1) farebox recovery and 2)
change in passengers per revenue vehicle hour. Farebox recovery ratio and change in passengers per
hour performance imeasures are established in items 4 and 5.

- 3. Recoenizing that the market demands as well as policy goals for the operating projects in S&HC
30914(d) are not uniform, several thresholds for farebox recovery are established and outlined in item
4, ' .

4. _An operating segment niust meet or exceed the farebox recovery ratio conforming to its particular mode
and service type as defined in the table below. Peak service is defined as service that does not continue
atleast hourly between the morning and afternoon commute periods. All day service is generally
defined as service that is provided at least hourly between the hours of 6 am. and 7 p.m. Long-haul
bus services (> 25 miles) will be deemed “all day” if service is provided as least everv two hours during
the midday. Owl service is service that has been developed with the specific goal of closing a temporal
‘gap in the transit network )

ea.k Service 40% 35% - 0

All Day 30% . 25% 20%
Service
Owl Service N/A N/A 10%

Projects (11) and {12) in S&HC 30914(d) are exempt from the farebox thresholds above and instead must meet
the farebox requirements established for receiving allocation for state funds (Transportation Development Act,
. State Transit Assistance, and AB 1107).

5. Itis the expectation that all operating segments will maintain a positive annual change in passengers per
revenue vehicle hour. A negative change in an amount equal to or less than a negative change in
Transportation Development Act revenues in the county of operation (or avérage between the
origination and destination) for the same period will be allowable. The goal is to have positive ridership
change from year-to-year, but the allowance for a negative change is to account for economic
adjustments in the region.

Projects (11) and (12) in S&HC 30914(d) are exempt from the passenger per revenue vehicle hour changes and
instead must meet the performance measure requirements established for receiving allocation for state funds
{Transportation Development Act, State Transit Assistance, and AB 1107).
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6. If an operating program cannot achieve its performance objectives described above, MTC staff will
consult with the project sponsor about potential service adjustments or redeployinent to increase the
productivity of the route and best serve transit in the corridor. After this consultation, the sponsor will be
given the opportunity to present to the Commission a corrective action plan for meeting the RM?2

performance measures. Based on the corrective action plan recommendation, the Commission shall
give the sponsor a time certain to achieve the performance measure or have its funding reassioned. If
the project continues to not meet the performance measure, the Commission shall. hold a public hearing
“concemning the p1mect After the hearing, the Commission may vote to modify-the program’s scope,
decrease its level of ﬁmdmo or to reassign all of the funds to another or an additional pro;ect

7. Only wansit operations will be subue(,t to the performance measure outlmed in this policy. Projects (13)
and (14) outlined in RM2 under S&HC 30914(d) are not subject to these performance measures as
these DLO]CCLS do not meet the definition of transit operations.

8. Fach operating project that requests RM?2 operating funding will be eiven a two-vear ramp-up period to
meet the performance measures with an expectation that measures will be met in the third year of
- service. If an operating scope or definition is changed at the sponsor request after initial rollout of the
operafing project, no new ramp-up period will be granted.

9. Compliance with the performance measures must be certified as part of the anmual fiscal audit prepared
by the project sponsor. The compliance and, therefore eligibility for RM2 operating funds, for a given
fiscal vear will be based on fiscal audit two years in arrears. Therefore, the first vear for which
performance measures will be assessed is for FY 2008-09 operating requests: these requests will take

' into consideration performance in FY 2006-07. .

10. For purposes of calculating farebox recovery ratio and passengers per revenue vehicle hour, project
sponsors must allocate costs in accordance with the cost allocation shown below for the various service
types. This cost allocation strategy must be consistent with that provided to MTC as part of the annual.
Operating Assistance Plan (OAP). Further, baseline data on ridership, costs, fares. and average fare
must be established as part of the OAP for RM2 services that represent an incremental change to the
operator’s overall service plan. The operator should establish a data collection plan for assessing
changes to the baseline system for purposes of calculating ridership, costs. and fare for the new RM?2

' mcremental Services.

Peak Service Fully Allocated Costs
All Day Fully Allocated Costs
Service ,

Owl Service Marginal Costs

11. For purposes of this policy, the farebox recovery ratio is the ratio of fares collected on the RM2-funded
segment to total operating costs for that same segment. Passenger per revenue vehicle hour is defined
as the total passengers (total of all adult, youth and student, senior and disabled, inter-operator paid

. transfer, and non-revenue boardings) divided by the revenue vehicle hours (the total number of hours
that each transit vehicle is in revenue service, mcludmg layover time).
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DATE: November 12, 2004

TO: SolanoLinks Intercity Transit Consortium
FROM: Anna McLaughlin, Program Manager/Analyst
RE: SNCI Monthly Issues

Background:
Each month, the STA’s Solano Napa Commuter Information (SNCI) program staff

provides an update to the Consortium on several key issues: Napa and Solano transit
schedule status, Partnership Regional Transit Marketing Committee, Solano Welfare to
Work, and promotions. Other items are included as they become relevant.

Discussion:

1. Transit Schedules: The monthly transit schedule matrix will be distributed to all
Solano and Napa operators the week of November 22™ via email. Based on the response
received, an updated transit matrix will be provided at the meeting.

2. Partnership’s Regional Transit Marketing Committee (RTMC): STA staff was
unable to attend the November meeting. The November meeting agenda primarily
included updates of MTC regional transit projects.

3. Welfare to Work (Solano): A Welfare to Work Transportation Advisory Committee
meeting was held in August. Several projects were endorsed to apply for Metropolitan
Transportation Commission (MTC) Low Income Flexible Transportation (LIFT) grant
funding. Applications were due September 24. LIFT grant applications were submitted
for these multi-year projects: 1) a countywide vehicle purchase program for low-income
individuals and 2) a subsidized taxi program in the Fairfield/Suisun City area for low-
income individuals after hours when fixed-route transit is not available. The STA Board
submitted a letter of support for these projects as well as for LIFT applications submitted
by the City of Dixon for two projects that were identified through the recently completed
Community Based Transportation Planning process. MTC is scheduled to approve the
selected grant applicants in December.

4. Promotions: October was the kick-off month for the regional Rideshare Thursdays
campaign; the campaign will run through the end of December. This campaign is
currently being promoted via radio and print ads in Solano and Napa counties. The
employer element consisted of mailing campaign packets to over 400 employers in
Solano and Napa counties. Staff also continues to promote the campaign at both
employer and public events. To date, dozens of new commuters have been added to the
Regional Rideshare Database making them eligible to win the grand prize, a trip to Cabo
San Lucas.
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The carpool incentive program is also currently underway. This year the program is
targeting neighborhoods in three Solano County cities: Dixon, Suisun City, and Benicia.
Residents began receiving mailers during the first week of November and had until
November 17" to register with SNCI for the program. Commuters who successfully
carpool for an average of at least two times a week for two months will receive a $40 gas
card incentive. Participants will have until the end of March to complete the program and
receive their incentive.

S. Events: SNCI has been staffing information booths at events where transit
information is distributed along with a range of commute options information. Recent
events include the Fairfield Candy Festival, Dixon Stand-Down, CalPERS Spare the Air
Event in Sacramento and Downtown Napa’s Rideshare Thursdays Event. Staff has also
participated in benefits fairs at St. Helena Hospital and Dey Labs. Upcoming events
include the Travis AFB PowWow and Benefits Fairs at Schurman Paper and West
America in Fairfield.

Recommendation:
Informational.
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